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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, March 22, 1995 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was The point of no quorum is considered AGAINST REPUBLICAN PERSONAL 

RESPONSIBILITY ACT called to order by the Speaker pro tern- withdrawn. 
pore [Mr. GILLMOR]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 22, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable PAUL E. 
GILLMOR to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We are thankful, gracious God, for 
the rebirth of nature that we see all 
about us during this season. May the 
symbols of the season that remind us 
of renewal and restoration and all the 
beauty of these new days, prompt us to 
seek Your spirit that renews and en
lightens our hearts and minds and 
souls. May we not be hindered, 0 God, 
by our past attempts at doing justice 
or by the inadequacy of our efforts, but 
let us, in this season of new life, find 
our lives strengthened and our spirits 
renewed so with all our hearts and 
minds, we will do justice, love mercy, 
and ever walk humbly with You. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, pur
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker's ap
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the Speak
er's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5, rule I, further proceed
ings on this vote will be postponed. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF 
THE UNITED STATES HOLO
CAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, and pursuant to the provi
sions of Public Law 96--388, as amended 
by Public Law 97-84 (36 U.S.C. 1402(a)), 
the Chair announces the Speaker's ap
pointment of the following Members of 
the House to the United States Holo
caust Memorial Council: Mr. GILMAN of 
New York; Mr. REGULA of Ohio; Mr. 
LATOURETTE of Ohio; Mr. LANTOS of 
California; and Mr. YATES of Illinois. 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. OL VER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, the second 
campaign in the war on poor people has 
begun. This time the wounded and the 
victims will be poor children. Hot 
school lunches and hot breakfasts, WIC 
that provides nutrition and education 
that helps to reduce low birth weight 
babies, food for day care centers, sup
port for foster children, protection for 
abused children, day care for the chil
dren of working families, all of these 
will be cut under the so-called Personal 
Responsibility Act. However, these are 

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH hardly welfare programs. These are the 
very supports which keep children 

AMERICA healthy and allow working families to 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given stay off welfare and continue working. 

permission to address the House for 1 Why then are they included in the Re
minute.) publican welfare bill? All of these cuts 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, our will just about pay for tax cuts for the 
Contract With America states the fol- wealthiest 2 percent in our country. 
lowing: . The wealthiest 2 percent, the families 

On the first day of Congress, a Re- with more than $200,000 of income, will 
publican House will require Congress to be taking the advantage from this. 
live under the same laws as everyone I ask my colleagues to join with me 
else; cut committee staffs by one-third; in voting against the Personal Respon
and cut the congressional budget. We sibility Act. It is time to stop this in
kept our promise. 

It continues that in the first 100 days, sanity. 
we will vote on the following items: A 
balanced budget amendment-we kept 
our word; unfunded mandates legisla
tion-which will be signed in the Rose 
Garden by the President today; line
i tem veto-we kept our promise; a new 
crime package to stop violent crimi
nals-we kept our promise again; na
tional security restoration to protect 
our freedoms, which we passed; Govern
ment regulatory reform-we kept our 
promise; commonsense legal reform to 
end frivolous lawsuits-we kept our 
promise; welfare reform to encourage 
work, not dependence-we are working 
on this today and tomorrow; family re
inforcement to crack down on deadbeat 
dads and protect our children; tax cuts 
for middle-income families; Senior 
Citizens' Equity Act to allow our sen
iors to work without Government pen
alty; and congressional term limits to 
make Congress a citizen legislature. 

Mr. Speaker, this is our Contract 
With America. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces that he will recognize 
Members for 20 1-minutes on each side. 

OVERHAUL OF WELFARE SYSTEM 
NEEDED 

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, our oppo
nents call us cruel and mean spirited 
for wanting to overhaul the welfare 
system. I cannot think of anything 
crueler or more mean spirited or quite 
frankly more cynical than the system 
that we have now. Make no mistake, it 
is the welfare system we have got that 
is cruel and mean spirited and every
one here know it. Yet because of the 
huge clout that the gigantic Federal 
welfare bureaucracy has, there are 
some politicians who will do anything, 
who will say anything, in order to frus
trate reform. 

I have worked in an inner-city recre
ation center. I have taught in an inner
city school in Cincinnati. In those jobs, 
I have seen the devastation that the 
welfare system brings. Do not tell me 
we have to give up on these kids. We 
need to completely overhaul the wel
fare system now, and we begin today. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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KEEP FEDERAL NUTRITION 

PROGRAMS INTACT 
(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people certainly do support 
overhauling and reforming this welfare 
system. It is broken. It needs to be 
fixed. They support cleaning up the 
fraud and abuse in the Food Stamp 
Program and making this system work 
to keep our families intact and making 
sure people are forced to work if they 
take welfare. But the American people 
do not support cutting the School 
Lunch Program for children. 

Today in the Wall Street Journal, 
not a liberal paper in America, it 
states that the nutrition program will 
be cut by $12 billion over 5 years. 

We have been going back and forth, 
Democrats and Republicans, arguing 
about who to believe. Is it going to be 
cut? Who is right? 

Last week in the Wall Street Jour
nal, JERRY SOLOMON, a prominent Re
publican who knows the budget as well 
as anybody other than JOHN KASICH 
said this: 

When you're talking about means-testing 
things like Medicare, cutting back school 
lunch programs, the necessary programs 
need to be cut like the U.S. Institute. 

That is proof that this is going to be 
cut back. 

A FAILED SYSTEM 
(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, this week 
we find ourselves in the midst of a 
great debate, not just about welfare 
but about the basics of government. 
This debate reveals two radically dif
ferent points of view and two radically 
different value systems. One value sys
tem places an emphasis on Government 
policy and believes that it is the Gov
ernment's duty and responsibility to 
give poor people free money. Pro
ponents of this value system are con
vinced that free money will help poor 
people. The other value system places a 
greater emphasis on the inherent value 
of people, not government. To this 
value system, government is a stum
bling block, something that restricts 
creativity and crushes the human spir
it. To this value system, the answer to 
ending poverty is not a handout but a 
helping hand. 

Mr. Speaker, the difference in this 
debate is striking, but the American 
people have spoken and they demand 
big changes to the failed welfare sys
tem. They have seen for themselves the 
consequences of a liberal value system. 
They want to return to a system that 
believes in people and not big govern
ment. 

THE 1-800 IRS HOTLINE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, to fa
cilitate collections out in Portland, 
OR, the IRS installed a 1-800 hotline. 
The taxpayers in Portland called this 
number and lo and behold, they did not 
get the IRS; they got a fantasy phone 
sex program. 

This is no joke. Unbelievable. How 
does that tickle your tax credit? Some 
sexy voice says, come on down and 
we'll treat you to whatever is nec
essary, your total sexual fantasies. 

To tell you the truth, there is not 
much difference between the IRS hot
line and a fantasy phone sexline except 
it costs $4 a minute I guess for the fan
tasy phone sexline. I think the end re
sult is basically the same. 

I guess when the phone company, Mr. 
Speaker, says reach out and touch 
somebody, the IRS is trying but the 
end result is usually the same. 

Congress, we should pass H.R. 390 and 
change the burden of proof in a tax 
case so these hotlines might get 
straightened out. 

LOSING WAR ON POVERTY 
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, we have 
spent more than $5 trillion to fight the 
war on poverty, the most expensive 
war America has ever fought which we 
are losing. The current system traps 
individuals in a cycle of dependency 
and no hope for the future. 

Nearly 65 percent of the people on 
welfare at any given time will receive 
benefits for 8 years or longer. The 
amount we spend in 1 year on welfare 
is roughly 3 times the amount needed 
to raise the incomes of all poor Ameri
cans above the poverty threshold. 

The misuse of the taxpayer's money 
must end. As elected officials, we have 
the responsibility to create a better 
and more efficient system which in 
turn offers a temporary helping hand 
to individuals. Our proposal is based on 
the dignity of work and the strength of 
the family which moves solutions clos
er to home and offers hope for the fu
ture. 

Let us work together to pass a bill 
that offers an opportunity to a bright 
and productive future instead of one of 
dependency. 

JEOPARDIZING HEALTHY 
CHILDREN 

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, is there any human respon-

sibility greater than ensuring the safe
ty and healthy development of our 
children? Certainly not. Then why, Mr. 
Speaker, has the Republican Party sin
gled out the children of America for 
punishment. Particularly poor chil
dren. The welfare reform package that 
my Republican friends have brought to 
the floor of the House of Representa
tives this week will put in jeopardy the 
healthy development of this Nation's 
children by placing the School Lunch 
Program into a block grant. Literally, 
millions of children under the age of 12 
go hungry each day and millions more 
will be placed at risk of hunger under 
this plan. We need to improve an al
ready effective School Lunch Pro
gram-we certainly do not want to de
stroy a proven program that greatly 
improves our children's ability to learn 
and to attain their potential. We must 
protect our children's welfare-it is our 
one most important human responsibil
ity. 

REPUBLICAN WELFARE REFORM 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to offer today some brief very so
bering facts: Illegitimacy rates in this 
country have quadrupled in 25 years. 
Welfare has gone from a short-term 
stay to a way of life with 13 years being 
the average length of stay, including 
repeats spells. After 5 years on welfare, 
the average family will have received 
at least $60,000 in benefits tax free. In 
1970, the proportion of teen mothers 
who were unmarried was 30 percent. By 
1992, it was 72 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, these are just a few 
facts that clearly demonstrate that our 
current welfare system is a failure. In
stead of providing hope, compassion, 
and opportunity, our failed Federal 
welfare system has only created more 
Government dependency and misery. In 
fact, nothing could be more cruel to 
welfare recipients and children than 
the system we have today. 

However, this cycle need not con
tinue. Our welfare reform package pro
vides tough love for welfare recipients 
giving them hope, independence, and 
opportunity. We strive to break the 
cycle of welfare dependency. 

I ask support of the Republican pack
age this week. 

D 1015 

U.S. TRADE DEFICIT 
(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the Unit
ed States of America set a record last 
month or in January, a $16.3 billion 



8690 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
merchandise trade deficit, not some
thing to be proud of by our Commerce 
Department who measures that. That 
means we lost 244,000 American manu
facturing jobs. The trade deficit was up 
69 percent in January, the largest im
balance with Mexico in a decade, $863 
million deficit with Mexico. Yes, 
NAFTA is working just great, thank 
you very much. 

Japan, a $4.9 billion deficit, and 
China $2. 7 billion, up 34 percent. The 
dollar has plunged to record lows. 

We cannot go on piling deficit on def
icit, month after month, year after 
year without bankrupting our econ
omy. We bailed out Mexico when they 
could not pay their international bills. 
Who will bail us out and what condi
tions will they impose? 

Our trade policy in this country is a 
failure, it is a disaster and the silence 
in Washington is deafening. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF 
BIODIVERSITY 

(Mr. GILCHREST asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, today 
I would like to talk to my colleagues 
about sharks. 

Sharks produce few offspring, grow 
slowly, and take years to mature. 
Many species of sharks are being se
verely depleted due to overfishing. 

Ironically, just as we are exterminat
ing these ancient fish, medical science 
is discovering that the highly evolved 
immune systems of sharks make them 
almost invulnerable to cancers and in
fections. Squalamine is a compound re
cently isolated from the tissues on the 
dogfish shark. It has demonstrated po
tent activity in laboratory tests 
against a variety of bacteria, fungi, 
and parasites. Squalamine may lead to 
new antibiotics for infectious orga
nisms that have become resistant to 
standard drugs. 

With a medical breakthrough of this 
kind this fishery will gain tremendous 
economic value. This in turn will bene
fit coastal communities as well as med
ical science. This is possible only if we 
remain vigilant against irresponsible 
management of our natural resources. 
Economic value is only a small frac
tion of the value of biodiversity. We 
need to keep this first in our minds as 
we work to reauthorize the Endangered 
Species Act and the Magnuson Act. 

NATIVE AMERICAN AMENDMENT 
DENIED ON WELFARE REFORM 
BILL 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
every Member of Congress with native 

Americans in their district should vote 
against this bill and this rule. Incred
ibly, the Republican leadership has 
snubbed their own chairman of the 
Natural Resources Committee, the gen
tleman from Alaska, DON YOUNG, and 
disallowed a bipartisan amendment 
that both of us were going to offer, 
treating Indian tribes as States in the 
new block grant system, just like every 
Republican and Democratic adminis
tration has done since the 1960's. 

Mr. Speaker, without this amend
ment this bill will decimate native 
American programs, violate the tribal 
sovereignty agreements with the Unit
ed States and will disenfranchise mil
lions of native Americans. 

It does not surprise me that the Re
publican leadership would snub kids 
and native Americans, but their own 
guy, DON YOUNG, the very able chair
man of the Natural Resources Commit
tee who was simply trying to do the 
right thing. 

I rise in outrage in learning that the amend
ment concerning native Americans which the 
gentleman from Alaska and I have been work
ing on is not in order. 

This marks the beginning of an era-the 
Republican termination era-for our Nation's 
relations with tribal governments. 

We have always maintained intergovern
mental relations with native Americans-and 
this has been supported by every administra
tion, on both sides of the aisle, since the 
1960's. 

This is a significant departure from our be
lief in and support of Indian self-determination, 
and affronts many statutes passed by this 
body and our predecessors. 

Our amendment would have restored set
asides to native Americans that H.R. 4 de
stroys-it adds nothing new, would have only 
maintained the independence and ability to 
serve tribal people that tribes currently main
tain. 

I am outraged that the Rules Committee has 
denied this bipartisan, rational, technical 
amendment to H.R. 4; this is fundamentally 
unfair and wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that there is 
no place for arrogant procedural tactics in this 
Chamber, it only denies the first Americans a 
voice in the legislative process. 

SINGLE-PARENT HOMES A RECIPE 
FOR SOCIAL DISASTER 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
my colleagues to consider these two re
lated statistics. 

Seventy percent of juvenile 
delinquents in State reform institu
tions lived in single-parent homes or 
with someone other than their natural 
parents. 

This is a telling statistic. Here is 
what makes it so frightening. 

According to some projections, only 
30 percent of white children and only 6 

percent of all black children born in 
1980 will live with both parents through 
the age of 18. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a recipe for so
cial disaster. 

Yet, instead of joining us in changing 
the welfare system, the liberals come 
to this floor day in, day out and whine, 
moan, and distort the facts. Why is 
that? 

Could it be that they have a vested 
interest in the current system? 

You see, if you follow the money, you 
find that Government bureaucrats' spe
cial interest PAC's gave overwhelm
ingly to liberal Democrats. In fact, the 
largest Government employees' PAC 
gave 99 percent of its contributions to 
liberal Democrats. 

So when my liberal Democrat col
leagues come down here and defend the 
failed policies of the past while profess
ing their compassion for the children, 
ask yourself, Who are they really 
speaking for? 

MAJORITY WILL NOT ALLOW 
AMENDMENT ON UNWED MOTHERS 

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
here before you a copy of the rule on 
H.R. 4, and the amendments that are 
proposed to be allowed. Here we go 
again, another very restrict! ve rule 
that we should all oppose and vote 
against. It does not permit an amend
ment and many other Members, the 
gentleman from New Mexico just ad
dressed one amendment. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
STARK] and I were going to offer an 
amendment which is supported by the 
National Right to Life, supported by 
the Catholic Bishops Conference and is 
also supported by other groups that are 
opposed to this legislation. 

This basically, this legislation, H.R. 
4, the provisions in it promote abor
tions for unmarried young ladies under 
the age of 18. We just want to offer an 
amendment to correct that. We are not 
allowed that amendment. 

Therefore, it is very apparent to me 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, other members of the Commit
tee on Rules and the Members of the 
majority party wish to promote abor
tions as a way to reduce children to 
unwed mothers. 

ADDING MORE CHILD CARE 
MONEY TO WELFARE REFORM 

(Ms. DUNN of Washington asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speak
er, later today, we will consider an 
amendment to be offered by Mrs. JOHN
SON, Ms. PRYCE, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, and 
myself that will provide an additional 
$750 million for child care. 
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The current welfare system is a fail

ure that encourages people to join wel
fare and stay much longer than they 
should. In weeks of testimony, there 
was not one person who said that the 
present system is helping Americans. 
In fact, it hurts our families and chil
dren. 

But, our overhaul of the welfare sys
tem will help the most needy Ameri
cans. The Personal Responsibility Act 
is a tremendous stride in the right di
rection as it provides incentives for 
these women-and it is primarily 
women-to seek employment in the 
private sector. 

Mr. Speaker, along with these incen
tives, we must provide certain tools 
and resources to help people transition 
themselves off of welfare. The Johnson
Pryce-Dunn-Waldholtz amendment will 
give an additional $750 million to boost 
the annual total provided to States to 
$2.1 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, as a single mother who 
raised two sons, I know how difficult it 
is for women to go back to work. 

We need to help them by giving them 
funds to cover daycare. 

SUFFER THE CHILDREN 
(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, the Bible 
says: "Suffer thy children to come 
unto Me and forbid them not for such 
is the Kingdom of Heaven." America 
may not be heaven, but it purports to 
have a democracy that supports a 
heavenly agenda for its people. There
fore it should not forbid its children 
meals, medical services, and basic ne
cessities. 

We are called upon to set a high 
moral standard that is consistent with 
that which we teach. Although our 
children are nonvoting Americans they 
are nonetheless Americans and deserve 
no less than any other American. 

Let us in Congress suffer the children 
to come unto us and forbid them not 
such things that we are responsible for 
providing for them. 

We cannot forbid them, we must give 
to them. This is our moral responsibil
ity. 

TAX RELIEF SHOULD NOT BE RICH 
VERSUS POOR ISSUE 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a sad day within the Re
publican Party. A number of my col
leagues bought into the divisive class 
warfare rantings of the Democrats. 
These Republicans have circulated a 
letter that endangers a major compo
nent in the Contract With America: the 

$500 per child tax credit. It is unbeliev
able to me that they would deny tax 
relief to families making more than 
$95,000 per year. Are we putting a price 
tag on families? 

Tax relief was in the Contract With 
America. If it fails, we will have fallen 
prey to the Democrats' big lie. They 
want to paint tax relief as rich versus 
poor. This bill is not about helping any 
one group over another, it is about re
turning to Americans what is right
fully theirs: their hardearned money. 

There is not a single American that 
deserves the huge tax burden that the 
Democrats have been heaping on them 
for the last 40 years. The question is 
not about rich versus poor, it is about 
stopping wasteful Government spend
ing and the right of Americans to keep 
what they earn. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR TRUTH IN 
BUDGETING ACT 

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, as mem
bers of the freshman class, we were 
elected to restore accountability and 
honesty to Congress. We have a unique 
opportunity-indeed an obligation-to 
fulfill our promise. In 1969, the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund became part of 
the unified Federal budget. Since that 
time, user fees/gas taxes paid by users 
of the system for the express purpose of 
improving and upgrading our roads and 
bridges, have been buried in the budg
et, masking the true size of the Federal 
deficit. 

Prior to 1969, the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund was an off-budget program. 
The pay-as-you-go system allowed re
pairs to be made as the money was col
lected. Today, a surplus has amassed at 
the expense of much needed improve
ments. 

H.R. 842, the Truth in Budgeting Act, 
seeks to restore the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund to its original off-budget 
status. This will put an end to the 
budget gimmick of hiding the deficit at 
the expense of motorists. I urge you to 
join me and nearly 140 cosponsors in 
supporting H.R. 842, a bill that answers 
the people's call to improve America's 
infrastructure, and to make Govern
ment fiscally responsible. 

A promise is a promise, and it is time 
for us to live up to ours. 

DIFFERING DEFINITIONS OF 
SHAME 

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague from the Sixth District of 
Georgia wants to restore a notion of 
shame and touts the value of shame in 
discouraging public drunkenness, child 
abuse and encouraging kids to do their 

homework. He continues that through 
the use of shame, we will be able to re
assert standards in America's future. 

Now is it not curious that this par
ticular notion of shame could seriously 
be advanced by someone who: 

First, misstates the facts on purpose; 
second, denigrates women by talk of 
infections; and third, has an ethical 
cloud over him so big and heavy that 
dewdrops now glisten on his neo-vic
torian halo. 

Let us get real on the value of shame 
and as my teacher used to say, "The 
emptiest wagons always clap the loud
est." 

TRUTH-IN-BUDGETING/ 
TRANSPORTATION TRUST FUNDS 
(Mr. W AMP asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I am proud 
to be a cosponsor of Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee Chair
man BUD SHUSTER'S bill, H.R. 842, to 
take the transportation trust funds off
budget. 

These trust funds were established to 
guarantee that taxes paid by transpor
tation users go to support the infra
structure needs of that mode of trans
portation-highways, aviation, water
ways, and harbors. 

The integrity of the user fee system, 
whereby those who use a public service 
pay the bulk of the cost, has been un
dermined by a system where users get 
back much less in services and goods 
than they pay into the system. 

Not only have traditional sources of 
revenue for the trust funds been raided 
for other uses by the tax-and-spend lib
erals, but the trust funds have also 
been used as a huge cushion of cash on 
the balance sheet to mask the true size 
of the deficit. 

I also believe that we should only 
collect taxes when we need the money, 
and use it for that specified purpose for 
which it was collected. 

This same logic is why conservatives 
pushed for years to take the Social Se
curity Trust Fund off budget and be 
honest with its accounting-the same 
reasoning applies here. 

This kind of honesty and account
ability is at the heart of the Contract 
With America. When I circulated a let
ter among my freshman colleagues just 
last week, asking them to join me in 
supporting truth in trust fund budget
ing, I collected 43 signatures in 3 days. 

My fell ow freshmen are behind this 
because it makes common sense and it 
is the right thing to do. 

D 1030 

APPOINT AN OUTSIDE 
INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, last 

month I addressed this House concern
ing the legislation advanced by Speak
er GINGRICH that could have the effect 
of intimidating a citizen who com
plained about the ethics of the Speaker 
or any Member of this House. Hope
fully the Speaker's ill-advised legisla
tive proposal that would thwart ethics 
complaints has now been abandoned. 

But we must be sure that an overall 
concern for ethics, for maintaining the 
highest standards of integrity by Mem
bers of this body, is not also aban
doned. Mr. Speaker, Congress cannot 
be exempt from the requirement of the 
appointment of an outside independent 
counsel with complete powers to inves
tigate Members of this body. 

I want to applaud the action of Com
mon Cause yesterday with reference to 
the whole question of an independent 
counsel, and I paraphrase from that 
important statement, appointing an 
outside person of unquestioned integ
rity with a nonpartisan background 
will be a critical factor in obtaining a 
publicly credible result. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the Member who 
said it best in 1988 said, "The trust of 
the public and the integrity of the 
House will accept no lower standard 
than an outside counsel." 

Mr. Speaker, that Member of the 
House is now Speaker of the House, the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH]. 

WELFARE REFORM FOR OUR 
CHILDREN'S SAKES 

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, who 
among us has not taken a child, prob
ably their own, by the hand and walked 
with them down their neighborhood 
sidewalk? When we crossed the street, 
we either held their hand tighter or 
picked them up and carried them 
across the road to safety. 

This scene is repeated over and over 
again on sidewalks across our country. 
It is a simple, yet telling image of how 
we as a nation perceive the role of the 
stronger individual to take care of 
those in need in our society. 

For the past 30 years, we have held 
the hands of hundreds of thousands of 
people who needed our help, but unfor
tunately, we have forgotten how to let 
go, and more importantly how to help 
people stand on their own. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the essence of 
the Republican welfare reform plan. 

We all live our lives planning for our 
futures and those of our children. If we 
do not extend this same principle to 
those less fortunate in our society, all 
of our tomorrows will be bleaker. Our 
own children will confront us, asking 
us why we did nothing, why we allowed 
a broken system to continue un
checked. 

Mr. Speaker, let us try to work to
gether and fix this broken system. 

NO MEMBER OF THE HOUSE IS 
ABOVE THE HOUSE RULES 

(Mr. BONI OR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, NEWT 
GINGRICH is going to have one heckuva 
time explaining his way out of this 
one. 

On Monday, the LA Times reported 
that over the past 10 years, NEWT GING
RICH misused official staff for his own 
personal, political purposes. And this 
time, it is his own staff that are mak
ing the charges. 

Mr. GINGRICH'S former administrative 
assistant told the Times that "two top 
House aides on the congressional pay
roll openly ran GINGRICH'S reelection 
campaign from the district office." 

His former district administrator 
said that "her pay was once docked 
$200 when she refused to allow govern
ment equipment to be used for cam
paign purposes." 

Staff members even admit, and I 
quote, that "House clerical staff was 
assigned to produce a book (in 1984) for 
which GINGRICH and his wife received 
$24,000 in royal ties." 

And when asked why, one staff mem
ber said, and l quote: "NEWT'S attitude 
was: the rules don't apply to me." 

Mr. Speaker, no Member of this body 
is above House rules. 

There is only one way for this ethical 
quagmire to end. As Common Cause 
said yesterday, we need an outside per
son to come in and make a judgment. 

A BROKEN SYSTEM NEEDS WORK 
(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, in 
this recent magazine article, a black 
woman from Houston, TX, who recog
nizes that the current welfare system 
is hopelessly broken takes it upon her
self to help the downtrodden, and she 
refuses to take one penny from the 
Government. That should signal to us 
that something is very wrong with our 
current welfare system. And it should 
signal to us the direction our country 
has to go. 

Today we are set to make fundamen
tal changes to the current failed wel
fare system, a current system that is 
not compassionate, a current system 
that has harmed the very people we 
have set out to help. Nothing will help 
or will more fundamentally change the 
incentives than to require work, not 
welfare. 

Whether work is in the home or in a 
40-hour-a-week job, work is inherent to 
the dignity of women and men. Individ
uals need the dignity of work. Our bill 
does that. 

We have a tough work requirement 
for welfare recipients after 2 years, and 
we define work as real private-sector 
jobs for real pay. 

Mr. Speaker, that is real change. 
That is how we are keeping our prom
ise to the American people to change 
the failed welfare system, and we hope 
that our new system will bring hope, 
opportunity through work, and the dig
nity that will come with it. 

WELFARE BILL WILL NOT PUT 
PEOPLE TO WORK 

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, Republicans 
are saying we ought to try to work to
gether to fix the welfare system. I, too, 
would agree with that. 

But the Republican-controlled Com
mittee on Rules last night voted out a 
rule with 31 amendments being placed 
in order on the rule that they will 
bring to the floor today. Only five 
amendments will be Democratic 
amendments, and none of the five are 
perfecting amendments that will really 
do something about this particular 
welfare problem. We want to make sure 
that the children of this country are 
not cut off from breakfast programs 
and school programs, and the program 
itself is not broken. 

We are doing all of this to be cruel 
and mean to children in this country, 
just to give to the rich and the wealthy 
of this Nation some more tax cuts. 
That is wrong, and the Republicans 
know it, and they are going to bring 
this bill up, and their rhetoric will not 
work. 

They keep saying, well, what we 
want to do is to create jobs and put 
people to work. Their welfare bill will 
not put people to work. It will roll you 
off the welfare rolls, and it is cruel and 
mean to children in this country. 

WE MUST FACE THE PROBLEM OF 
WELFARE REFORM 

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
you know, I have to respond to my col
league's comments there. You know, 
there are a lot of Johnnie-come-latelies 
to this whole idea of welfare reform. 

For 30 years, liberal Democrats had 
the opportunity to reform the welfare 
system, and they punted. 

Well, it is time for us to make sure 
that it happens this year. We have been 
hearing the words "cruel and mean
spiri ted," "cruel and mean-spirited." 
Well, folks, it is wrong, wrong, wrong. 

When the nay-sayers make such out
landish charges, what they really are 
doing is defending the status quo. They 
are defending Government programs 
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once intended to give a helping hand to 
the neediest Americans, but which in
stead have bred soaring out-of-wedlock 
births, violent crime, and more pov
erty, all at the expense of the Amer- · 
ican taxpayer. 

No responsible parent rewards irre
sponsible children with cash, free food, 
and an apartment, and the taxpayers 
should not either. Since the so-called 
Man from Hope would not face up to 
the problem, it is time for us to do so. 

Let us end welfare as we know it. Let 
us restore hope for all Americans. Let 
us pass the Personal Responsibility 
Act. 

THE WELFARE REFORM RULE 
(Mrs. OLA YTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, today 
we will consider a rule governing 
amendments to the welfare reform leg
islation. 

This rule allows 26 Republican 
amendments and 5 Democratic amend
ments. 

This rule excludes virtually every 
substantive amendment offered by 
Democrats. 

This rule shuts out debate, slams the 
first amendment, and makes a mock
ery of House procedures. 

This is a bad rule by anybody's defi
nition. 

Under this bill, my State will lose 
millions of dollars and thousands of my 
constituents will be affected in a puni
tive manner. 

Yet, the committee refused to allow 
the amendments I offered to help per
fect the bill. 

One of my amendments would have 
clarified apparent conflicts in two ti
tles of the bill on the issue of minimum 
wage. 

Those conflicts will remain in the 
bill because of this rule. 

This hastily drafted legislation will 
go forward without the wisdom and 
input of many Members of this body 
who truly care. 

Democracy has suffered a dangerous 
blow on this day. 

Vote no on this gag rule. 

CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM IS 
CRUEL 

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, what is the 
legacy of the welfare state after 35 
years and spending $5.3 trillion? Well, 
one out of every three babies born in 
America is born out of wedlock. Two 
out of every three American babies of 
African descent are born out of wed
lock. From 1960 to 1991 homicide deaths 
among children under 19 have quad
rupled. Among black teenagers, murder 

is now by far the leading cause of 
death. 

It is a perverse form of compassion 
that encourages children to have chil
dren by themselves and then traps 
those same children, both mother and 
child, in a dead-end cycle of Govern
ment dependency. Nothing could be 
more cruel to children than a system 
that does that. 

If that is not failure, then how do you 
measure failure? 

This is what we have gotten with 35 
years of Great Society welfare state. 

REPUBLICAN SCHOOL LUNCH CUTS 
(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, in their 
eagerness to give handouts to the very 
rich, the Republicans have come up 
with some horrible ideas. One of the 
worst ideas is to cut c_hildren's school 
lunches. 

Mr. Speaker, why wage a war on chil
dren? The 40,000 Boston children who 
get warm meals at school want to keep 
getting fed. It is that simple. 

A few of them who live in Brockton, 
MA, sent me some plates. Chris John
son who is 7 drew me a picture of vege
tables. Seth who is 4 says he likes 
milk, and Paige who is 2 and likes pea
nut butter and jelly. These plates are 
very sad reminders of just how serious 
these lunch cuts really are. 

And school 1 unches are proven to im
prove children's behavior at school, 
and help them learn. 

Mr. Speaker, it will be a tragedy if 
the Republicans succeed in taking 
these children's lunches away. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE PERSONAL 
RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people are convinced the 
welfare system is out of control. As one 
prominent citizen of New Jersey, a 
Democrat at that, said to me last 
week, and I quote, "No other civiliza
tion in the world pays young girls to 
have babies, but that is what our wel
fare system does." 

You know, he is not far from wrong, 
and that is the perception among many 
good, generous, caring people who are 
deeply concerned about the future of 
this country, and they worry that we 
are wasting hard-earned taxpayer 
money to support a dysfunctional sys
tem that is unhealthy and that sen
tences children to a lifetime of eco
nomic, social, and emotional depriva
tion. 

In a system like this, it is the ch11-
dren who are the first victims, but the 
taxpayers are not very far behind. 

We must act now to reform this sys
tem. Reform must restore public as
sistance to its original purpose, a tem
porary safety net for those in need, not 
a permanent way of life for generations 
of families. 

OPPOSITION TO SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM CUTS 

(Mr. PASTOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
urge the Members of this body to seri
ously consider how they might be un
dermining the future or our children, 
and, as a consequence, the future of 
this country. Children are our future, 
it is often said. Yet, as I hear those 
words, I also sense their hollowness. 
Why are we so intent on sabotaging 
their welfare in our haste to enact 
changes? At best it is a tenuous safety 
net that we have built for so many of 
our children. And now we are proposing 
to make drastic cuts in the most basic 
segment of this net. 

The School Lunch Program which 
the Republican bill is proposing to fold 
into a block grant is slated to be cut. 
I speak of real cuts that await hungry 
children. Yet, I wonder how many 
Members of this body have taken the 
time to look in the faces of these chil
dren or sat with them in a school cafe
teria and watched them eat? I ask my
self how many would have the gall to 
continue to insinuate the School 
Lunch Program will be increased when 
in fact it is slated to be drastically cut. 

Again, I urge you to oppose this most 
frontal attack on the Nation's future. 

0 1045 

THE WELFARE SYSTEM IS 
BROKEN 

(Mr. TALENT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, Josef 
Stalin said, "The death of a million 
men is a statistic. The death of one 
man is a tragedy." Let us talk about 
the death, then, of one boy, Eric Morse. 
In 1994 Eric lived in a public housing 
project in Chicago, which is where he 
was raised. He was a good boy. Two 
older boys tried to get him to steal 
candy, and he refused to do it. So they 
took him up to a 14th floor window in 
the public housing project, and they 
threw him out, despite his screams and 
the screams of his brother. 

Mr. Speaker, there were no dads 
there to help. There was nobody there 
to put a stop to it. And the reason is 
that our welfare system has over the 
last generation systematically de
stroyed the families and the incentives 
of low-income Americans. Probably in 
Eric's neighborhood, 4 out of 5 of the 
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kids born each year are born out of 
wedlock. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not have to do 
that. Do not believe people who suggest 
that our choice is between this existing 
system, which is an engine of destruc
tion for the families and the oppor
tunity of the poor, and doing nothing. 
We can help them with a system that is 
based on work and family and respon
sibility. What Americans have always 
believed in. That is what this bill is 
about. That is what we are trying to 
do. I hope every Member of the House 
will put partisanship aside and con
sider supporting it. 

WE NEED TO KEEP THE WIC 
PROGRAM 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, just 
when I think I understand how broad
based this war on children is, I contin
ually find it is even broader than I 
knew. 

Yes, this war on children, the first 
war they have really started to pay the 
rich their tax break, I find unconscion
able. 

But this weekend I was shocked be
cause there was a whole aspect I never 
even thought of. As I was visiting an 
emergency ward to see preemie babies 
in dire need of help-and had their 
mothers been fed through the WIC Pro
gram, this would not have happened 
and would have saved us mega bucks
some of the nurses came forward and. 
said, "Let me tell you what they are 
going to do to us if this bill passes.'' 
These nurses, these wonderful people, 
had adopted babies that have been 
abandoned at that hospital. They had 
adopted some with severe disabilities, 
some with HIV. They had filled out 
these kinds of forms to prove medically 
and every other way that those chil
dren were really in need. And they 
were getting SSI payments to help 
them. 

Nurses do not get paid much. They 
have now adopted those children. They 
are trying to build families for these 
children, and we are going to take 
away the SSI payment. Boy, is that 
heartless. 

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
ACT 

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, 
there are many, many important com
ponents in the Personal Responsibility 
Act: the block grants that provide the 
States greater flexibility, the tough 
work requirements they are going to 
require so that people would have to 
work in order to gain welfare pay
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, ending the entitlement 
nature of welfare is essential so that 
we finally turn back these entitlement 
programs. But most fundamentally and 
essentially, it is a welfare reform pack
age that for the first time begins to 
deal with illegitimacy's disastrous ef
fects on our society. 

Out-of-wedlock birth is a certain pre
dictor of poverty. The one-parent fam
ily is six times more likely to be poor 
than the two-parent family; children 
born outside of marriage are three 
times more likely to depend upon wel
fare themselves when they reach adult
hood. The likelihood that a young male 
will engage in criminal activities dou
bles if he is raised without a father and 
tripled if he is raised or lives in a 
neighborhood with a high concentra-
tion of single-parent families. . 

We end in this welfare reform bill the 
subsidy for illegitimacy for unwed 
moms under the age of 18. By targeting 
teenagers, we intend to stop the cycle 
of misery before it starts. We need to 
pass the Personal Responsibility Act. 

HAVE THEY GONE MAD? 
(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
week Republicans will ask this House 
to tear away the fragile safety net pro
tecting American children from hunger 
and homelessness and abuse. The more 
helpless the child the bigger the cuts. 
Cruelest of all are the cuts in benefits 
to hundreds of thousands of disabled 
children. 

Mr. Speaker, have they gone mad? 
When did the American people vote 

to harm handicapped children? To take 
food away from poor children? To deny 
medical treatment for children born 
out of wedlock? 

I support reform. I proposed a tough 
bill to reform the Supplemental Secu
rity Income Program for disabled chil
dren. It cuts the fraud out of the pro
gram, but keeps aid to truly disabled 
children. The Republicans would not 
even consider it. I offered it as an 
amendment to this bill. The Repub
licans again refuse to consider it. Why? 
Because they need the cash that is 
going to handicapped children to pay 
for tax breaks. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
never voted to do these things. 

Our children are our best hope for the 
future. 

Let us all clam down, and think 
about what these proposals will mean 
for our Nation. And then let us do the 
right thing and vote against the Re
publican welfare proposal. 

REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN 
HELPS WOMEN AND CHILDREN 

(Ms. MOLINARI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the women and chil
dren who are the fallen victims of the 
War on Poverty. The Republican wel
fare plan reverses the current cycle of 
welfare dependency that has failed our 
communities and has replaced it with a 
real safety net. This plan plans to em
phasize the success of the Women, In
fants and Children Program as a means 
to this end. 

The family based nutrition grant re
quires States to spend at least, if not 
more than, 80 percent of the total 
block grant funds on a WIC-like pro
gram. States will use these funds to 
serve economically disadvantaged 
pregnant women, breast-feeding moth
ers, and infants and young children 
who are at nutritional risk. In order 
for States to continue the WIC Pro
gram, under the Republican plan, there 
will be a $24.2 billion increase over 5 
years. I commend Chairman GoODLING 
for recognizing the merits of this pro
gram and increasing funds to meet the 
needs for our families. Block grants 
work, WIC works, and the Republican 
welfare plan works for women and chil
dren. 

LET US RESTORE SOME OF THE 
FUNDS FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, our Repub
lican friends do not like to be called 
mean spirited even though they put 
forward a mean-spirited welfare reform 
bill. 

But r say, if the shoe fits, wear it. It 
is quite apparent that the Republican 
idea of welfare reform means taking 
food out of the mouths of school
children, throwing women and children 
out in the streets. If that is not the 
case, why will they not allow any of us 
to put amendments on the floor to this 
bill to restore some of the funds for 
school lunches? They will not allow 
that. That say block grants will solve 
the situation and States could sup
posedly spend the money the way they 
want. 

Mr. Speaker, block grants work only 
if they are fully funded. The fact of the 
matter is they are not going to be fully 
funded and the effect of these block 
grants will mean cutting job training, 
cutting child care, all of which are nec
essary in order for people to get off 
welfare. Why are they doing it? The 
Republicans want to take the money 
out of the mouths of the schoolchildren 
and use it for tax breaks for the rich 
and for star wars. 

I say it is a disgrace. For shame, Mr. 
Speaker. 

This ought to be defeated. I have 
never seen anything more disgraceful. 
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TERM LIMITS SHOULD BE 

SUPPORTED 

(Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, the election last November, 
the people of America told us the insti
tution of the Congress itself needs to 
be reformed before we can deal with 
the tough problems and challenges fac
ing our country. 

There is no more important an indi
cator of our commitment to impose 
discipline on ourselves than our sup
port for term limits. As strong support
ers of the constitutional amendment to 
impose term limits on Members of the 
Congress, we want to energize the cam
paign for the term limits amendment 
and demonstrate dramatically that we 
are serious about reforming Congress. 
That is why tomorrow morning Con
gressman STEVE LARGENT of Oklahoma 
and a number of other Members will be 
meeting out in the grassy triangle at 10 
a.m. to agree to impose, voluntarily, 
term limits on our own service regard
less of whatever legislation may move 
on the floor of the House of Represent
atives. 

I would ask all Members who are 
committed to term limits to join in our 
effort to demonstrate to the American 
people that we are genuine, that we are 
serious in our commitment to reform 
this institution by agreeing to volun
tarily impose term limits on our own 
service. 

THE REPUBLICANS JUST GO TOO 
FAR 

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, we are 
entering one of the most important de
bates of the 104th Congress. The lives 
of innocent children and families are at 
stake. Democrats want change, and we 
have responsible legislation for change. 
Democrats want reform. 

However, the Republicans just go too 
far. The Republicans are taking Amer
ica to the edge. It is scary when well
fed Republican politicians take away 
children's lunches. It is scary when Re
publicans, who claim family values, ad
vocate putting America's children in 
orphanages. It is scary when Repub
lican policymakers refuse to formulate 
responsible welfare reform with child 
care for mothers to get training for 
work and a guarantee of jobs for fami
lies who desperately want to work. 

Republicans are just scaring us all. 
The Republicans just go too far. 

MOTION SEEKING PERMISSION 
FOR ALL COMMITTEES AND SUB
COMMITTEES TO SIT ON TOMOR
ROW AND FOR THE BALANCE OF 
THE WEEK DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that all committees of the House and 
their subcommittees be permitted to 
sit on tomorrow and for the balance of 
the week while the House is meeting in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union under the 5-
minute rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY] is recognized for 1 hour. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
minority be granted the customary 30 
minutes of debate time on this motion? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 1 
hour of debate time, and he may yield 
if he chooses. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, yes, it is 
true I do have an hour's time .. I do not 
intend to use that whole hour. I will, of 
course, yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] for purposes of debate only. 

That being the case, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say very quickly 
we are coming to the end of a very long 
and arduous work period in the House 
of Representatives. We have produced 
good legislation for the American peo
ple, and it is to the credit of the hard 
work of people on both sides of the 
aisle that we have managed to do so 
well for this period of time. We have a 
short period of time left and a few very 
important items left on our agenda for 
this first 100 days, and we will indeed 
be working very hard for the next 3 
weeks. 

It is my obligation, my duty, to once 
again prevail upon the Members of the 
House on both sides of the aisle to 
work, as it were, double time, time and 
a half, for just a few more weeks so 
that we can finish that. 

I understand that this is a hardship 
on the Members. I understand that it is 
difficult for the Members. But I also 
have to remember our resolve to com
plete this legislative agenda in this as
signed time. 

That being case, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes of debate time to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] for 
purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve that balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Texas for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen
tleman allowing us some time to de
bate this. I think it is important to de
bate this this morning because since 
the beginning of this Congress, the 
Democrats, I think, have made a good
faith effort to work with my friend 
from Texas, Mr. ARMEY, and the other 
leaders of his party in cases where a 
waiver is needed for the committees to 
meet under the 5-minute rule. 

Now, such waivers, I might add, 
clearly violate the spirit of the Repub
lican rules package, which is supposed 
to block committee hearings while im
portant votes are occurring on the 
House floor. But we have tried, week 
after week, religiously to work with 
the Republicans to work out accom
modations, and in every single case we 
have agreed with the Republican re
quest, after we have had a time of con
sultation. But today, really, frankly, 
Mr. Speaker, marks a very low point in 
our relationship on this issue. Today, 
the House is likely to have rollcall 
votes every 20 minutes until 8 o'clock 
this evening, whenever we decide to 
call it a day, every 20 minutes we will 
be having a vote on this floor on an 
amendment, on one of the most impor
tant bills that this Congress will con
sider, the welfare reform proposal. 

0 1100 
Yet the Republicans want to hold 

markups in committees. We object to 
this request for obvious reasons. Mem
bers cannot be in two places at once. 

Mr. Speaker, it takes 10 minutes to 
get over here, it takes 10 minutes to 
get back, and, by the time that occurs, 
we are into another vote. It makes no 
sense whatsoever. 

Many of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle, and I am sure on the other 
side as well, have a deep interest in 
this legislation and want to be here be
cause it affects their constituencies in 
very special ways, and this rule does 
not allow them to participate in the 
debate on the House floor and yet do 
the work that they were assigned to do 
as committee people. 

So we have made the request, and of 
course the response has been very sim
ple: "If you don't agree with our plan, 
well, we'll do it anyway." That is what 
this is all about; so much for consulta
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

I am really disappointed that my 
friends on the other side have violated 
their own pledge on opening day which 
calls for the rules which requires us 
not to do what we are apparently about 
to do, and so I would just say to my 
colleagues, we really need to be here, 
engaged on the floor today on this im
portant bill. We don't need to be run
ning back and forth getting exercise, 
because that's about all we're going to 
get. We're not going to have good dia
log in committee with 20-minute votes, 
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and I hope that we, in fact, Mr. Speak
er, will vote against this motion and 
pay attention to the important busi
ness of welfare reform on this House 
floor. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] for strongly objecting to the 
motion, and I find that, of the amend
ments offered, we have a few by Demo
cratic Members who may very well be 
required, instead of being over here at 
the time to offer their amendment, 
may have to be in committee and 
markup up, may have an amendment 
in that committee, and I ask, how can 
you do an amendment in committee in 
an office building at the same time 
you're doing an amendment on the 
floor? 

I say: 
At the same time you can't do it. It's 

a physical impossibility, and I think 
that this legislation that we have be
fore us, even though I strongly object 
to it and I hope Members do vote 
against the rule, and perhaps, if we de
feat the rule, then we can come back 
and have some little bit better from 
the gentleman from New York. I'm 
sure that the gentleman from New 
York will permit a few more Demo
cratic amendments. He hasn't got very 
many; I find 5 out of the 30-some. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say the 
gentleman from Michigan has the 
time, and I would just like to say that 
I can well remember, and I am sure 
that the people on the other side can 
well remember, back on January 4 
when we adopted these great rules that 
the majority said we had to have to 
make this Congress more open and 
more responsive to the public, and yet 
right here today again we are violating 
those rules. 

Members said from the majority, 
"Well, we shouldn't have proxy vot
ing." They said, "No, you shouldn't 
have that, shouldn't be able to do that. 
You should be able to be in committee 
and on the House floor at the time 
when you're required to be there, so we 
won't schedule. We are going to have a 
computerized scheduling system so 
that people won't have to be in com
mittee and be on the floor at the same 
time.'' 

And yet we have a motion right here 
now by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] that says specifically that we 
are going to be able, they are going to 
be required, Members are going to be 
required, to be in committee and on 
the floor at the same time, so it is just 
the opposite of what we were told on 
January 4, and I appreciate the gen
tleman from Michigan yielding to me. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The motion offered by the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
been withdrawn. 

PERMISSION FOR ALL COMMIT
TEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES TO 
SIT ON TODAY AND THE BAL
ANCE OF THE WEEK DURING 
THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that all committees of the House and 
their subcommittees be permitted to 
sit on today and for the balance of the 
week while the House is meeting in the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 30 minutes 
of my time to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first apologize for the error in the first 
motion I presented. It was not as inclu
sive as I intended it to be, and now, in 
fact, we have the proper wording and a 
more inclusive motion on the floor. 

Let me say I understand, and I appre
ciate, that this makes it difficult for 
many of our Members. It is not some
thing that I do happily. It is something 
I do because there is a need for it to be 
done. 

While I say that, let me again com
pliment all the Members of this body 
on both sides of the aisle for the enor
mously good-natured manner in which 
they have handled a very, very difficult 
work schedule for these past 75 or so 
days. I look forward, as much as any 
Member in this body, to the end of this 
100-day period when we will have com
pleted this legislative agenda and we 
will have passed it, which I fully expect 
that we will do. I look forward, as 
much as any Member of this body, for 
that period of time after, where we can 
go back to our home States and our 
home districts, and enjoy being with 
our own constituents and sharing with 
them an understanding of what it is we 
have done during these historic 100 
days, and I have to say it has been, for 
me, a particular pleasure to enjoy the 
good humor, the good nature and the 
cooperative spirit that all Members of 
this body have demonstrated in under
taking and completing what, in 
everybody's memory, is the largest 
working agenda in the shortest period 
of time by this body. 

So, having said those things, Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi
nois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I, too, agree with the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], that we 
should object to this request. 

First of all, as my colleagues know, 
this legislation, H.R. 4, is to me the 
most important legislation confronting 
the 104th Congress thus far. It contains 
sweeping changes to programs aiding 
the most impoverished and vulnerable 
members of our society, our children. 

This bill, the misnamed "Personal 
Responsibility Act," does not do what 
it purports to do. Instead it is a hatch
et act that cuts, slashes, and elimi
nates Federal programs for school nu
trition, Aid to Dependent Children, 
child abuse prevention and treatment, 
child care, the Jobs Opportunities and 
Basic Skills Program, foster care, and 
others that are essential to enabling 
welfare recipients to get off welfare 
and more importantly, to safeguard the 
health and welfare of our kids. Sixty
three percent of all spending cuts al
ready passed by this House directly af
fect low-income families and children, 
and this heartless bill goes even fur
ther. 

With such a critical issue affecting 
the lives of our children being debated 
under the 5-minute rule, it is abso
lutely impossible for Members to de
vote their full attention to this matter 
if they are attending to committee 
business. We cannot be at two places at 
one time, as the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] has already 
said, and should not be forced to have 
to choose between participating in one 
of the most important issues confront
ing our Nation today and meeting com
mittee responsibility. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, these past few 
months I have worked cooperatively 
with the chairman of the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER], to ensure that the commit
tee's work has not been delayed, but 
welfare reform is too important to take 
a back seat to committee hearings, 
even to committee markups. 

I think it is a mean ploy that our 
committee has already scheduled hear
ings today concerning title IV of H.R. 
11, the Family Reinforcement Act, at 
the same time we are doing welfare re
form and proposals to cut, and also to 
reform, if my colleagues will, the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices at a time when we are considering 
welfare reform, if my colleagues want 
to call it that, and tomorrow our com
mittee plans to hold a full committee 
markup on H.R. 1271, the Family Pri
vacy Act. 

Now all of these matters are criti
cally important, and I know that our 
members on the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight want to be 
at those hearings, they want to be at 
those markups, but we cannot be at 
two places at one time. 
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For that reason, Mr. Speaker, it just 

seems to me that, because this is a pre
eminent, important issue, I agree with 
the gentleman from Michigan that we 
would object to the Committee on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight sitting 
during this 5-minute rule. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I listened very intently 
to the remarks made by the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], 
and there is no doubt that she makes a 
good point. This is a matter of grave 
concern that we will have on the floor 
to all our Members, and it is for that 
reason, because we had that concern, 
that in this rule we do allow the Chair
man of the Committee of the Whole to 
postpone votes, that we can collect 
votes at a point when we can come 
down and vote on amendments in a 
cluster vote of two or three votes and, 
thereby, alleviate the Members of the 
need to come to the floor every 20 min
utes. I understand how difficult that is, 
and I want to express my personal ap
preciation on behalf of all our Members 
to the Committee on Rules for that 
thoughtfulness they displayed in put
ting this provision in the rule allowing 
that opportunity to the Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole, which I 
hope will do a good deal to alleviate 
the strain of these work circumstances 
on our committee members that are 
sitting during the consideration of that 
bill. 

Mr. Speak er, I again reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Before I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER], let me just 
say, Mr. Speaker, that, while I appre
ciate the argument my friend from 
Texas makes, let us be very clear that 
what he is suggesting, by collecting 
votes, and having them grouped to
gether and voted on at the end of a cer
tain period, that that breaks up the 
tempo of a committee markup; it cer
tainly breaks up the tempo of a com
mittee hearing where it does not even 
apply, where we are inviting people to 
come in and testify from around the 
country, to listen, to legislate what is 
going to be acted upon, and here they 
are, sitting while Members are shuf
fling back and for th from this floor 
back to committee session. 

Mr. Speaker, it is just not a good way 
to do business. It is not an efficient 
way to do business. It is not a cost-ef
fective way to do business. It is not a 
courteous way to do business. And it 
just would not work; some things are 
just clearly obvious, and this is one of 
them. This is not a day to be conduct
ing committee business while we are on 
the floor voting every 20 minutes in 
probably one of the most, if not the 
most, important bills we will have this 
session. 

So the argument that we are going to 
collect votes over a certain period of 

time, and then have Members vote on 
it, actually breaks the pattern of the 
voting, it does not allow them to do 
secondary amendments in a way that 
makes sense. It is just not feasible. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER]. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR], my good friend, the minority 
whip, for yielding this time to me, and 
I must say I agree totally with him on 
the points that he has made about the 
confusion that has evolved in trying to 
deal in open, good consideration in 
committee as well as here on the floor 
in the Committee of the Whole. But the 
minority whip made the point in his 
opening statement that this was the 
low point in the procedural debates 
here in the House, in the Committee of 
the Whole and in the House, so far this 
year, and then the majority leader 
with drew his motion and offered a mo
tion which is worse in two ways. 

So, it is worse in two ways. The first 
way is in that it also included today, 
which was clearly the error of the ma
jority leader in not having included 
today, Wednesday, in the original mo
tion. So the confusion is added to 
today, in Wednesday's debate, but then 
the clustering of votes, which makes it 
worse again in the way that the clus
tering of votes creates a situation here 
of people not knowing, not having been 
able to be present, and having taken 
part in the debate and hearing the de
bate because they are in committees. 
This is to allow the committees to con
tinue their work when the most impor
tant work that we can be doing is 
going on here on the floor on this very, 
very important piece of legislation. 

D 1115 
So that the clustering of votes ne

gates the possibility of Members tak
ing part in debate in this area while 
the action is going on in committees. 
We are starting debate on the amend
ments on the welfare reform bill, which 
is as important a piece of legislation as 
any piece of legislation that we consid
ered in the 103d or the 104th Congress. 
There was nothing more important-
not the crime bill, not the deficit re
duction bill, not the primary and sec
ondary education bill, not the balanced 
budget amendment of this year. We can 
take the primary and secondary edu
cation bill, which we debated for many 
days under an open rule, where Mem
bers came up for 5 minutes as impor
tant amendments were debated for 2 
hours, the less important ones for only 
10 or 20 minutes, and then a vote. Yes, 
it was possible to go and deal with 
things in the committee at the same 
time because there were long debate 
periods on very important amendments 
that were before us. 

But in this motion, what we have is 
4ebate on the welfare bill coming up 

with 31 amendments, with 20 minutes 
of debate allowed on them, and at the 
same time the majority leader has put 
forward a motion to allow every single 
committee of the Congress to be sit
ting, going through markups and going 
through hearings at exactly the same 
time we are going to be debating that 
extremely important piece of legisla
tion. 

I think this is indeed truly the low 
point in the procedural operations of 
the 104th Congress, and I certainly 
hope that this motion will not be 
adopted. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for his comments. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the chairman of the Cammi ttee on 
Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the majority leader for this time. 

I have to say that I am a little bit 
surprised, because the reason we pro
vided for cluster voting in the rule was 
to accommodate both Republicans and 
Democrats. We did that after consulta
tion. We took the language directly out 
of the rule the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] offered when we de
bated the defense authorization bill. It 
is the identical language. Now, we do 
this when we have a series of amend
ments over a very long period of de
bate, after consulting with the minor
ity, which is what the gentleman did in 
consulting with us. We had no objec
tion to that, and we are simply follow
ing previous procedure. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield so I may clarify my 
comments? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes; I am pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, my com
ments were not to what the gentleman 
did in the Rules Committee. I thought 
the distinguished majority leader was 
referring to allowing cluster votes 
within the committees. That is where I 
was addressing my remarks. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I do not think so. I 
am told by a nod of the head that we 
are only talking about cluster voting 
here on the floor. 

If the gentleman would look further, 
there are a number of titles in the bill. 
For instance, title I is block grants and 
temporary assistance for needy fami
lies. There are 8 amendments, and it 
might be the prerogative of the Chair 
to want to cluster some of those votes 
after consul ting with the minority and 
then move on to title II, which is the 
Child Protection Program, and so on. I 
think that makes a lot of sense. I know 
the gentleman has in the past agreed 
with me on that, or I should say I have 
agreed with him when it was his propo
sition. Is that correct? 

Mr. BONIOR. No; I would say the 
gentleman is correct on this. If I have 
misunderstood the gentleman, I correct 
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myself on the floor. I thought he was 
referring to votes being clustered in 
committee, and in fact if we are going 
to allow clustered voting on the floor, 
that is helpful, but it does not address 
the primary concern of continuity in 
allowing Members to be in more than 
one place at one time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that colloquy, be
cause I think it is helpful to all the 
membership. 

I would say that during the course of 
this debate I am going to be on the 
floor all the time. It is going to take 3 
days, and I would be surprised if there 
are 5 or 10 Members on the floor during 
any one of these debates on any of 
these important amendments. 

So I do not think we are going to be 
disrupting the House by letting com
mittees meet. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me time so we could clar
ify this issue. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
Democratic whip for that time. 

My objection to this process is that 
in every town meeting I have been in 
and every poll I have seen, national, 
State, or whatever, welfare reform is 
certainly up there at the top of the 
agenda that everyone has. Yet what we 
have, Mr. Speaker, is a process of a 
limited rule in and of itself. Of 160 
amendments that were sought, I be
lieve only 31 will be offered. Of 93 that 
were Democratically offered, only 5 
Democratic amendments will be per
mitted. 

So that is bad enough. But then what 
we get is a situation where no amend
ment will be debated more than 20 min
utes, with a vote to follow. I appreciate 
certainly ·that the majority leader said 
those votes will be clustered. That is a 
convenience, but that does not help 
those of us who would like to be on the 
floor involved in the debate on many of 
these issues, because if at the same 
time, as I should be right now, I am at 
the Government Reform Committee, 
we are tied up in a committee perform
ing vital committee business at the 
same time these issues are being de
bated. 

I do not think it is too much to ask 
where there is an objection from the 
Democrat minority as · to the commit
tee sitting, and it is not an objection 
that has been raised frivolously. In 
fact, every time there has been con
sultation with the Democrat minority, 
the Democrat minority has seen fit to 
enter into an agreement with the Re
publican majority. 

I am concerned about some other 
things, too. These are major issues 
that are going to be raised here on the 
floor. We are going to be talking about 
abortion, we are going to be talking 

about nutrition, including school lunch 
and school breakfast, we are going to 
be talking about disabled children, we 
are going to be talking about requiring 
work, we are going to be talking about 
job training, and we are going to be 
talking about whether young women 
should have their benefits terminated 
because they are under 18 and preg
nant. These are all vital issues. Yet, 
how effectively can we be debating 
those issues if at the same time many 
of us have conflicting committee re
sponsibilities? 

I have to say that in some cases the 
Republican majority has solved my 
problem because I would have liked to 
have seen an amendment permitted 
that would have greatly restored the 
School Lunch and School Breakfast 
Program. Well, they did not make that 
in order. We will not be able to bring 
that up on the floor. So they took care 
of my problem, and I guess in a way I 
ought to thank them, because now I do 
not have to worry about being on the 
floor for the school nutrition debate. 
That will not be here. 

I obviously do not need to worry too 
much about being on the floor, I guess, 
on a very controversial amendment 
that I see has been made in order that 
would outlaw fugitive felons from re
ceiving benefits from 3 welfare pro
grams. That is a gutsy one, and I know 
everybody will want to be here for that 
one. We might have been willing to 
trade some time so we could have de
bated school lunches and school break
fasts. 

But, in closing, I just hope the Amer
ican public understands, Mr. Speaker, 
that while this is a very important de.: 
bate, all Members will not be able to be 
on the floor for this debate, because 
the Republican majority has said we 
are going to have to be in committees 
voting at the same time. It makes it 
very difficult, and I would hope that 
the Republican majority would with
draw this motion. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

It is my intention to be on the floor 
for this debate as much as possible. I 
have been listening to the procedural 
sparring. I heard the gentlewoman 
from Illinois debate basically the mer
its of the bill, and I wanted to be able 
to respond to her points without regard 
to the procedural sparring that is going 
on. I have a few minutes to do it, and 
I appreciate the gentleman's yielding 
this time to me for that purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I think what we are 
going to consider here today is an im
portant piece of legislation. It is a bill 
that is designed to replace the existing 
failed welfare system with a system 
that is based on principles that work, 
time-honored principles that have 
helped people out of poverty and into 

self-sufficiency-work, family respon
sibility, marriage, all the things that 
the existing system has been running 
down for so long. 

What we have done in the last 30 
years can really be summarized in this 
way: We have spent close to $5 trillion 
on the Federal and State level on 
means-tested entitlement programs, 
welfare programs in the broadest sense, 
and what we have gotten is not a re
duction in poverty. In fact, Mr. Speak
er, it is important to understand that 
poverty went down steadily in the 
post-war era until 1965, until the Great 
Society began. In that period, welfare 
spending has gone up tenfold, and the 
poverty rate, if anything, has increased 
slightly. Certainly it has not gone 
down. What we have gotten for all that 
spending and what we have gotten for 
all that effort is an explosion in the 
out-of-wedlock birth rate. It is now one 
out of three. One out of three kids in 
the United States is born out of wed
lock. In 1965 it was between 6 and 7 per
cent. We have gotten a sixfold increase 
in the out-of-wedlock birth rate. 

What does the bill do about it? As I 
said before, the emphasis or the basis 
of the welfare system is on work, on 
family, on responsibility. The first 
thing we do is, we are no longer going 
to pay cash benefits to teen moms 
under the age of 18. It is stupid, Mr. 
Speaker, to send a check of $300 or $400 
every month to a young mom and leave 
her in the environment in which she is 
probably being exploited and with 
which she certainly is not coping. In
stead, we give the money to the States 
and we say, "Care for those families, 
but do it in a way that encourages fam
ily, that encourages work." 

There are a lot of alternatives the 
States will be able to choose, the kind 
of alternatives that have worked over 
the centuries in welfare systems-su
pervised settings like maternal group 
homes and adoption. These kinds of 
things will work out. They will lift 
people out of poverty instead of miring 
them in it. 

The bill has very strong work provi
sions, and there are amendments to 
make those provisions stronger be
cause work is an important part of dig
nity. It is an important part of making 
welfare a two-way street. If you do a 
work program properly, Mr. Speaker, it 
serves several goals. First of all, it en
ables you to determine who does not 
really need welfare, in a nonbureau
cratic way, because if you have got to 
work 30 or 35 hours a week picking up 
trash from the side of a highway or 
doing a job like that and you have 
other alternatives, you will get off wel
fare. It is important that we target the 
work provisions on that part of the 
welfare population which is most em
ployable. The bill does that. 

The bill also has an overall goal of 
breaking the locked grip of Washington 
bureaucrats on the welfare system and 
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returning it back to the people. It is 
not a question of trusting the States; it 
is a question of trusting the American 
people. Put the control over power and 
resources closer to them, and they will 
adapt the welfare system to really care 
for the needy neighbors and needy peo
ple amongst them. 

I want to address very briefly argu
ments that we have heard and we are 
going to hear during the course of this 
debate about this bill. People say that 
we are cutting welfare spending. We 
are not cutting welfare spending. When 
this bill is finished, the spending on the 
welfare state, the Federal commitment 
to means-tested welfare programs will 
grow by about the rate of inflation 
every year. What we are doing is aban
doning Federal control, the Federal 
locked grip over this system, and re
turning that to the people, and we are 
rebasing this system on principles that 
will really work. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. I 
want to close by saying this: This bill 
is, I think, going to be developed along 
the following lines: We are trying to 
talk about what this bill is going to do, 
about the very basic, fundamental 
problems with the existing system that 
are just insurmountable. And every
body agrees the existing system is a 
total failure. The President of the 
United States said we have to end wel
fare as we know it. Did anybody say, 
"No, let's continue welfare as we know 
it? We like welfare as we know it"? 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, we have a 
bill that will take substantial steps in 
that direction. That is what we are 
going to be talking about. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALENT. If I have time left, I 
will be glad to yield. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The time of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] has ex
pired. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield an 
additional 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I will 
close, but first I will yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that the gentleman from Missouri is 
sincere in his efforts, but I have a seri
ous reservation about some language 
that is in the bill. That has been de
scribed as promoting abortion for 
women who are pregnant and under 18 
years of age, or younger, and that has 
been described by the National Right 
to Life and by the Catholic Bishops 
Conference and others as promoting 
abortion. 

My review of that language clearly 
says that is what it does, and I do not 
think that is the way to reduce the 
number of children that are on welfare. 
I do not think that killing them is the 

way to do it, and that is what this bill 
does. 

Mr. TALENT. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to address 
that point, and then I will close my re
marks. 

It is described by nobody else who is 
pro-life in that fashion, if I may say 
this to the gentleman. None of the 
other pro-life groups believe the lan
guage will have that effect. 

Let us see what the language does. It 
says that the States get a little extra 
bonus in the block grant if they reduce 
illegitimacy without a proportionate 
increase in abortion. Now, for every in
crease in abortion that you have, it 
moves you backward in your attempt 
to get the money. This is for the first 
time in the Federal statutes that we 
have a formula which discourages both 
illegitimacy and abortion. That is why 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
STARK], who offered an amendment to 
take it out, said that the formula we 
have in the bill is a bounty on abor
tion. That is how he described it in the 
Congressional Daily today, because it 
does discourage abortion, and every
body else who is pro-life thinks that. I 
have a difference of opinion with some 
of my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle. I do not know how a provision 
cannot be pro-life if it says to the 
States that you get extra money for re
ducing illegitimacy but not if you do it 
by increasing abortion. 
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So I would just say that to the gen

tleman. 
Let me close my remarks by saying 

this: The debate is going to be on the 
one hand those who support this bill, 
and I think you will find Members on 
both sides ending up voting for it, try
ing to say what we are doing with this 
bill to rebase this failed system on 
marriage and work and family; and 
then people on the other side basically 
saying, nope, if we do not continue 
doing it the way we have been doing it 
or maybe expanding the existing wel
fare state without changing any of the 
incentives, we are abandoning the poor. 

Have the faith to believe that we can 
help people without destroying their 
families. We can have a welfare system 
that helps people without destroying 
their families and their incentive to 
work and to be responsible. That is 
what we are trying to do. I would urge 
all Members, we all know the existing 
system is failing. If you cannot lead in 
the effort to change it, at least follow. 
Or, if you cannot do that, at least get 
out of the way. Do not perpetuate the 
myth that if we do not keep doing it 
the way we have been doing it, which 
nobody likes, that somehow we cannot 
fundamentally change the system at 
all. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume: 

Mr. Speaker, let me first say to my 
colleague from Missouri that nobody 

believes the present system is worth 
keeping. Everyone on both sides of the 
aisle disagrees with the present sys
tem. We just have different approaches 
on how to change it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, just on 
that point, we are supporting a sub
stitute that gives us real reform in wel
fare, that gets people back to work and 
off the welfare roles, is that correct? 

Mr. BONIOR. That is absolutely cor
rect. 

Mr. VOLKMER. So we all recognize 
we need reform and welfare. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to what is 
being discussed here today, because I 
think we need every possible person on 
the House floor to hear some issues 
being discussed, which I frankly think 
are being too broadly ignored. One of 
the reasons I am going to vote against 
the rule, for instance, is because while 
I certainly want the existing welfare 
system to be changed, I am very un
happy about the fact that the Commit
tee on Rules refused to make in order 
my amendment which would make the 
Federal Government pay for the wel
fare and education costs associated 
with allowing refugees into this coun
try, rather than dumping the costs of 
educating and training those refugees 
onto State and local governments. 

It seems to me that when the Federal 
Government allows refugees to come 
into this country, that is a foreign pol
icy decision. I would ask why under 
that situation local taxpayers should 
get stuck with paying the tab to edu
cate and train those refugees who are 
allowed into this country for foreign 
policy reasons? 

I appreciate very much the fact that 
the Democrats on the Committee on 
Rules and two Republicans voted to 
allow my amendment to be offered. I, 
for the life of me, do not understand 
why the other Republicans did not. 
There is nothing partisan to this issue. 
This has nothing to do with whether 
you are a Democrat or Republican. It 
has to do with whether or not you 
think the local taxpayers ought to be 
stuck with financial responsibilities 
that rightly belong to the Federal Gov
ernment. It seems to me they should 
not. 

So I think there are a lot of reasons 
why we need to have people on this 
floor listening to the debate, because 
unless we do, we are not going to 
achieve the kind of understanding that 
you need in this House so that the 
Committee on Rules will not continue 
to make the kind of mistakes that they 
made in disallowing my amendments, 
for instance. 
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No one suggested the existing welfare 

system ought to be kept. It ought to be 
junked. It seems to me that we ought 
not in the process increase the burden 
on local governments. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. ScmFF]. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to acknowledge 
that proceeding with this bill while 
committees are in session will cer
tainly create some time conflicts for 
Members, and they are going to have to 
work very hard to get back and forth 
between their obligations. That is not 
new. We have been doing that for most 
of the last several weeks. But I wanted 
to say, most pointedly, that I am proud 
of the fact that it is my party that is 
bringing up comprehensive welfare re
form, for the first time in my memory 
of more than 6 years as a Member of 
this House, on the House floor for con
sideration. 

I noted that the respected whip from 
the Democratic Party said both parties 
agree that the welfare system is not 
working right. It is a matter of which 
reform plan will you choose. But in 
those 6 years that I served here with a 
Democratic Party majority, I never 
saw a plan offered on the House floor. 
Specifically, with respect to the rules, 
not only rules with respect to meeting 
while committees are in session, but 
rules with respect to amendments, 
their party controlled the whole proc
ess. Frankly, they did nothing, and I 
think therefore it is weak to say "We 
object to the rules of procedure" when 
the issue is finally brought to the floor 
by Republicans. 

But I want to add, Mr. Speaker, I am 
very concerned that the debate on the 
issue of welfare reform may have been 
seriously marred by remarks I am told 
were made on the House floor last 
night. I am informed that one Member 
charged that the Republican welfare 
reform plan was akin to the Nazis at
tacking minority groups during the 
Holocaust. 

Mr. Speaker, there is legitimate de
bate on this issue. It is admittedly a 
controversial and difficult issue. I do 
not agree with every single provision 
that is in the Republican bill cur
rently. I will probably vote for this bill 
because I think we need to get this 
process moving, and there are many 
more steps in this process before we 
have a final bill. But I think that sug
gesting that a difference of opinion and 
a difference of approach as to how to 
repair the system and how to be-I 
think that equating a difference of 
point of view and a difference of ap
proach and a difference of support be
tween different plans to the Nazis and 
the Holocaust is a serious insult to all 
of those people of all different races 
who went through the Holocaust under 
the Nazi regime. 

I want to conclude by saying I hope 
the remarks I was told were uttered 
last night were incorrect. I hope I am 
wrong about the information that I re
ceived. If I am right, however, I hope 
that Member will have the good grace 
to come back to the House floor and 
apologize to the Holocaust victims for 
making such an analogy. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], the rank
ing member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to object and to 
speak against the proposal of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] to 
allow committees to meet while we are 
discussing this very important bill. All 
of us know that every Member of the 
Congress wants to be informed about 
the number of votes that he or she is 
going to be required to cast, and he or 
she cannot possibly be adequately in
formed with having to be in committee 
meetings at the same time this is going 
on on the House floor. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the objections 
and complaints that I hear about the 
House of Representatives is the spar
sity, and I hope the cameras will pan 
this place right now, of the people who 
are on the floor and who pay attention 
to debate. It is a scandal that we are 
not here when important business is 
going on in the House. 

So I think we ought to turn down the 
suggestion of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] that Members be al
lowed and be required to be in commit
tee meetings, rather than being here 
when this is being discussed. 

This is perhaps the most important 
substantive piece of legislation that 
this 104th Congress will address, be
cause it affects not only the lives of 
millions of people in existence right 
now, but it will set a pattern for Amer
ican lives way into the future. This is 
a controversial piece of legislation. 

Let me correct the RECORD. Last year 
the President put forth a substantial 
rewrite of the welfare laws. Last year I, 
as chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, introduced a comprehen
sive bill on the subject. Last year the 
Subcommittee on Human Resources of 
the Committee on Ways and Means had 
extensive hearings on that and many 
executive sessions on that markup. I 
regret that the press of business last 
year prevented the Democrats from 
bringing that bill to the floor. 

As acting chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means last year, I an
nounced that the first order of business 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
during this 104th Congress would be to 
take up welfare reform. I said it would 
take about 6 months for us to do the 
kind of work that needed to be done on 
this. 

We have had it rushed through the 
Committee on Ways and Means in 
about 2 weeks, 1 week in subcommi t
tee, 1 week in full committee, meeting 
all night and all day on the subject. 
This is no time for responsible Mem
bers of Congress to be in committee 
meetings around this Capitol when 
they ought to be here on the floor pay
ing attention to this debate and voting 
on this most important piece of legisla
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all Members to 
vote "no" on the motion of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], and I 
think I ought to explain this necktie I 
have on here, because it is a real depar
ture from past neckties that I have 
worn on the House floor. But it is to re
mind me, and I hope to remind all 
viewers, that 80 percent of the people 
who are on welfare and who receive 
some benefit from welfare are children, 
infants, 80 percent. They are a part of 
the important future of America. All 
Members ought to be here to discuss 
that future. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCmN
SON]. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my dis
tinguished colleague that the press of 
business in the last Congress should 
not have prevented this important 
issue from coming up. I think we have 
certainly learned in the 104th Congress 
what the press of business is all about, 
and our votes on Monday, our votes on 
Friday, our late night hours. And this 
legislation, which we will be taking up 
today, has indeed had years of study, 
months of work, and has many people 
in this Congress involved in the draft
ing of this legislation for its inclusion 
in the Contract With America. 

Since the rule itself has come into 
question in this debate, for the first 
time in history H.R. 4 puts in the Fed
eral statutes a financial incentive 
which will discourage both illegit
imacy and abortion. Out of wedlock 
births of 32 percent. Thirty-two percent 
of the babies born in America are born 
out of wedlock, six times as large as 
1965, when the welfare state really was 
created. Real welfare reform must 
change the system to encourage mar
riage and family, not illegitimacy. 

The Stark amendment was not 
placed in order, and I think for good 
reason, because it would have been 
that which would have pulled out the 
strong illegitimacy provisions included 
in H.R. 4. It is not simply conservative 
Republicans who are recognizing the 
need in welfare reform to address the 
systemic problems, the fundamental 
problems in the welfare system. Bill 
Moyers, former press secretary to Lyn
don Baines Johnson, in many ways the 
architect of the modern welfare state, 
recently, and I think the RECORD needs 
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to have this included, recently said 
this. He said: 

While reporting for a documentary on wel
fare, I interviewed a 32-year-old grandmother 
whose 16-year-old daughter had a two-year
old child and was expecting a second baby by 
yet a different man. Three generations on 
welfare, no help from any father, and they 
described it as normal, the only life they 
knew or expected. This is one tragedy of wel
fare. When men are left off the hook, the 
world of the single mother begins to appear 
natural and inevitable. 

Moyers continues: 
I thought at the time, and still do, that it 

is right to help children born into such cir
cumstances, but wrong to let the cycle go on 
repeating itself. 

And I imagined it would take shock treat
ment to stop it, something like announcing 
that on a given day, 5 years hence, after a 
massive publicity campaign so everyone 
would be forewarned, there would be no more 
cash payments to unwed teenagers or to 
women on welfare who already have one 
child. 
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Moyers said: 
If this sounds heartless, dependency can be 

heartless, too. And unfair to others. Welfare 
benefits now go to almost 4 million mothers 
who have almost 10 million children. All of 
us know young women who would like to 
have children but don't because they are sin
gle and earn too little from their jobs to af
ford a child alone. It doesn't seem fair that 
they should be paying for someone else to 
have children when they feel unable to have 
one. 

Then Moyers concludes his comments 
by saying, this former press secretary 
for a Democratic President, the archi
tect of the modern welfare state, he 
said: 

The Republicans have been challenging us 
to think about such things. It would be a 
shame if they have to water down the chal
lenge. Their reforms may be flawed but not 
as flawed as welfare itself. 

That is what H.R. 4 does. For the 
first time we end the entitlement na
ture of welfare. For the first time, real 
meaningful work requirements are in
cluded. For the first time, we are able 
to control the growth in welfare spend
ing. But most fundamentally and most 
essentially, for the first time we begin 
to deal with the social problem of out
of-wedlock births. 

I support the majority leader's mo
tion. I support the rule. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that I be permitted to 
control the rest of the time left to this 
side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from West Vir
ginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, may I in

quire how much time remains on this 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 121/2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the attempt of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] to 
allow the committees to meet while we 
are in debate on this important issue. 

As I recall it, it is the Republicans 
who required that we all attend all of 
our committee hearings, recording the 
votes to make sure that we are on 
record whether or not we attended. It 
is the Republicans who do not allow 
proxy voting so that those of us who 
would like to be here could indeed 
record our votes in committee. So they 
cannot have it both ways. 

Either they want Members to be in
volved in this or they want them to 
stay in the committees and be recorded 
and not be involved in this discussion.· 

I wish it was mandatory for every 
Member to be on this floor. I wish it 
was mandatory for all of the networks 
to have to carry this debate. This is 
one of America's most important de
bates. 

Members will hear discussions from 
the Republicans where they talk about 
family values and they claim that they 
want to keep families together, that 
they are interested in providing edu
cation. I had two amendments that 
they would not make in order that 
would have given tax credits for those 
who get their GED, for those who 
would get their high school diplomas, 
tax credits for those who would be in
volved in getting married, but they 
said no in the Committee on Rules, 
those were not important values, when 
I tried to come before the Committee 
on Rules. 

I am just a little bit sick and tired of 
a lot of folks getting up on this floor, 
talking about change and what it takes 
to create change, and they do not know 
anything about welfare. Those who 
would give tax credits to people mak
ing $200,000 but will not give tax credits 
to a young mother who is trying to get 
educated cannot tell me anything 
about welfare. 

We need to deal with the root causes 
of what is going on. Yes, young people 
are involved in sexuality. Yes, young 
people are bombarded on television and 
other places about what it means to be 
fashionable in America. Yes, they want 
jobs. Yes, we have allowed jobs to .be 
exported to Third World countries for 
cheap labor and people who want to 
work cannot find work. 

Yes, we have problems. And there are 
some dysfunctional families, and chil
dren who need support oftentimes do 
not have parents who are there for 
them. But should we penalize the chil
dren? Should we take away the 
lunches? Should we stop their oppor
tunity to live and grow and be? 

This is a mean-spirited proposal and 
it goes much too far. We want change. 
We want reform. But we are not going 

to take food out of children's mouths. 
We want change, but we want child 
care for those mothers who want to 
work. 

You absolutely go too far and you are 
scaring America with what you do. 

I say listen to some of us who know 
something about this. I know because I 
was a child of a welfare family. My 
mother tried and she tried. She did not 
have any help. She could not get any 
child care. She could not get a job. She 
could not get any training, but she 
tried. 

I want to tell my colleagues, what
ever America invested in me as a child 
on welfare, it has paid off. That is why 
I am here to speak for welfare children 
today. 

You are wrong in the proposal that 
you have. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Philadelphia, PA [Mr. 
Fox]. 

Mr. FOX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise to voice my concern over re
cent comments made by a Democrat 
Member regarding our welfare reform 
proposals. The Republican plan to re
form our Nation's welfare system is a 
caring compassionate measure fash
ioned to encourage the work ethic 
which made this Nation great. It is de
signed to cut the fraud, waste, and 
abuse which have been the hallmark of 
a failed welfare system in the United 
States. 

Any attempt, as was made yesterday, 
to equate this proposal or the Repub
lican Party to Nazi Germany and the 
atrocities of the Third Reich exceeds 
the bounds of propriety and is simply 
untrue. 

As a Member of Congress. an individ
ual of the Jewish faith, I am troubled 
by such comments. 

Mr. Speaker. I understand there are 
times when we all get emotional in an 
attempt to advocate a position or 
espouse a particular view. However, we 
should never insult the men, women, 
and children who suffered through the 
crimes against humanity perpetrated 
by the Nazi regime by comparing what 
we are doing here to that kind of 
abomination. 

Nathaniel Hawthrone once wrote: 
No man, for any considerable period, can 

wear one face to himself and another to the 
multitude without finally getting bewildered 
as to which may be true. 

It is time my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, to stop 
the scare tactics. With our food nutri
tion programs, we are actually going to 
feed more children more meals because 
we are eliminating the Federal bu
reaucracy and the 15-percent cost. We 
are capping it back to the States with 
only 5 percent administrative cost. 

Above all, welfare reform will en
courage that those in need get the aid 
but those who should be working and 
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can work get back to work with help 
through job counseling, job training, 
and job placement. 

The American people want welfare 
reform that eliminates fraud, abuse, 
and waste, and we will give them that. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS], our deputy 
whip. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I thank my 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE], for 
yielding time to me. 

There have been two gentleman on 
the other side who have referred to 
what I said yesterday and I wanted to 
say exactly what I said yesterday, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I said yesterday and I say again 
today, I am reminded of a quote by the 
great theologian, Martin Niemoller, 
during World War II: 

In Germany, they first came for the Com
munists, and I didn't speak up because I 
wasn't a Communist. Then they came for the 
Jews, and I didn ' t speak up because I wasn 't 
a Jew. Then they came for the trade union
ists, and I didn't speak up because I wasn't a 
trade unionist. Then they came for the 
Catholics, and I didn't speak up because I 
was a Protestant. Then they came for me, 
and by that time there was no one left to 
speak up. 

I said yesterday, Mr. Speaker, this 
Republican proposal certainly is not 
the Holocaust, but I am concerned and 
I must speak up. 

I urge my colleagues, open your eyes, 
read the proposal, read the small print, 
read the Republican contract. 

And I went on to say yesterday, they 
are coming for the children. They are 
coming for the poor. They are coming 
for the sick, the elderly, and the dis
abled. This is the Contract With Amer
ica. 

I said to my colleagues, you have the 
ability, the capacity, the power to stop 
this onslaught. Your voice is your vote. 
Vote against this mean-spirited pro
posal. Raise your voice for the chil
dren, the poor, and the disabled. 

I say it again today, Mr. Speaker, for 
the RECORD. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, may I in
quire as to how much time I have, and 
do I not have the right to close debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY] has 7 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. WISE] has 7 minutes remaining. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] has the right to close debate. 

Mr. ARMEY. Does the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] have 
any more speakers? 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, as we say at 
home, the gentleman from "West, by 
golly, Virginia." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from West Virginia for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col
leagues to vote against the motion of
fered by the distinguished majority 
leader. It is important for Members to 
be on the floor as we discuss this most 
important bill on welfare reform. 

Let me just give my colleagues one 
reason. I have listened to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle talk about 
the underlying bill as a bill that re
quires work. I think we need to talk 
about this. I think that Members need 
to understand what is in the Repub
lican bill. 

As I understand it, a person can be on 
welfare for 2 years, receive cash assist
ance and not work at all. 

As I understand, a person can be on 
cash assistance for 5 years in a State as 
long as they are complying with a 
work-related requirement as defined by 
the State, a work activity. And then 
there is no sanction against the States 
if they do not do that. 

As I understand the bill, there is no 
requirement on the States to provide 
any work opportunity for people that 
are receiving cash assistance. 

So I do not understand the Repub
lican's statement that this bill requires 
work. And I think it is important that 
my colleagues be on the floor of the 
House, as we talk about this issue and 
other issues on welfare reform. 

It is only by that type of debate that 
we will understand what we are doing 
in welfare reform. And if we want to 
get a better bill, it is important for 
Members to be here on the floor as we 
debate these important issues. 

Please vote against the majority 
leader's motion. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Philadelphia, PA [Mr. Fox]. 

Mr. FOX. Mr. Speaker, I think in this 
debate we have to make sure the Amer
ican people realize that we should not 
be judging the success of the welfare 
program by how many people we have 
on AFDC, by how many people we have 
on food stamps, by how many people 
we have in public housing. As the gen
tleman from Oklahoma, Mr. J.C. 
W A'I'TS, has said, who is someone who 
knows about the system, we should be 
judging people by the success of our ef
forts, by how many people we are tak
ing off AFDC, that we are taking off 
food stamps and that we are taking off 
public housing. 

We need to give them the oppor
tunity so that the system we now have, 
which discourages savings, if you are 
on welfare you cannot save money, you 
cannot own property, and it discour
ages the mother from marrying the fa
ther. We want to change, under this 
bill, that kind of system, that will re
store opportunity, restore the ethic of 
work and will return to the people a 
measure of dignity and a system that 
will be in fact one we can be proud of. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op
position to the distinguished majority 
leader's motion that is before the 
House today. I think it is very critical 
that all the Members of this body be 
present and hear the debate on both 
sides of the aisle, because it is very 
clear, as the Personal Responsibility 
Act is taken up today, it is clear to all 
of us that we must discuss with the 
American people how weak this bill is 
on work and how cruel it is to the chil
dren of this country. 

I do not think it is fair for the major
ity leader to come here today and to 
offer this motion simply because you 
told us, along with the Speaker of the 
House, the new leadership of this 
House, that we would have an oppor
tunity to debate issues on this House 
floor and that we would not be able to 
use our proxies in committees and we 
would not have committee meetings 
going on at the same time that we 
would have crucial pieces of legislation 
that is before this body. 

I think it is very critical for us to 
have all Members present on the House 
floor. If not, have them available so 
they can come and see what this Per
sonal Responsibility Act is doing to the 
children of this country. 
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They are just plain mean in their 

b111, and they know it. They do not 
want the Democrats to discuss what is 
going to be offered today. There are 31 
amendments that have been placed in 
order by the Committee on Rules. Only 
five of those amendments are Demo
cratic amendments. We do not have an 
opportunity to perfect the Personal Re
sponsibility Act that is before the 
House today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col
leagues to vote against the motion by 
the distinguished majority leader of 
the House. I would ask that my Demo
cratic colleagues all be here to say 
today how cruel this welfare reform 
bill that the Republicans have offered 
is to American children. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, here is why 
I think everybody should be on the 
floor, why on this historic matter, this 
important debate, people should not be 
in various committees, but right here. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
various aspects, not enough discussion 
about the impact of the Republican bill 
on disabled children now receiving cash 
benefits through SSL This chart spells 
it out very clearly. 

I just urge everybody to look. Under 
the Republican plan, 21 percent of the 
children now covered would continue 
to be covered, and 79 percent would not 
be. 

There is abuse in the program, and I 
see the gentleman from Wisconsin here 
on our side. He has delved into this. 
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There is abuse in the SSI program. It 
has been rampant, apparently, in sev
eral States, including Louisiana and 
Arkansas. However, it is a mistake to 
take those abuses and to completely 
redo this program, ending cash benefits 
for parents whose kids are disabled. 

There is a better way to do this. It is 
contained in the Deal bill. There is a 
better way to do it. We should get at 
the abuse, the abuse under the IF A pro
gram. We should eliminate from the 
rolls kids who have behavioral prob
lems, who are not seriously disabled. 

However, the disabled kids of Amer
ica should not be thrown out on the 
street. The disabled kids need some 
help. Their families want nothing but a 
little bit of assistance. In many cases 
one of the parents has stopped working 
so they can take care of this seriously 
ill child. 

Mr. Speaker, this program is income
related. We are talking about middle
and low-income families with a dis
abled kid, so when we talk about the 
harshness, look at this chart. It shows 
it. Members should talk to the families 
in their districts. Go beyond the num
bers to the real people. 

The SSI provision in the Republican 
bill is not a humane approach; it is not 
an effective approach. We can do bet
ter. We can adopt the Deal bill, which 
pays attention to the need for reform, 
but for the needs of families of disabled 
kids. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, to recap, this is about 
the motion by the Republican majority 
to permit committees to sit under the 
5-minute rule. 

Basically, the American public 
thinks welfare reform is one of the 
most significant issues we have before 
us. They are right. Yet, under this re
quest, when the American public sees 
the C- SP AN cameras now panning the 
floor, which they appropriately are 
doing, and sees empty seats here, the 
reason, one of the major reasons, is be
cause many Members of Congress have 
to be in their committees, because they 
are not able to be in their committees 
and on the floor at the same time. 

The usual procedure is that we per
mit committees to sit, except during 
special debate. In this particular case, 
with this particularly important de
bate, Members are still going to be 
forced to choose between their commit
tee votes and the votes on the floor, 
during one of the most important de
bates that is taking place, particularly 
when we are only going to have 20 min
utes to debate each item. We would 
urge rejection of this motion. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, long before the 1992 
Presidential campaign the American 
people had begun to understand the 
mean horror in the lives of real people , 
real victims of a welfare system that 
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had not only failed to eliminate pov
erty, but had created in the lives of too 
many of America's children the most 
awful, terrifying conditions. The Amer
ican people had clearly understood that 
this failure was costly in the meanest 
of terms in the lives of real children, 
and demanded some change. 

President Clinton understood the 
American people in 1992 when he cam
paigned, and he campaigned aggres
sively on ending welfare as we know it. 
In fact, as I listened to candidate Clin
ton, I thought to myself "He sounds 
more like us than we do." I thought he 
meant it. I thought he was serious. He 
said he felt the pain. It was there and 
obvious for anybody to see how painful 
this disastrous failure was in the lives 
of real people, especially the children. 

He talked a good game. He did noth
ing. He did nothing. He did not even 
write a bill. In December 1993, very 
publicly, so publicly, in fact, that I as 
a member of the minority received a 
copy, 97 powerful Democrat majority 
committee and subcommittee chair
men sent their President a letter. 

In this letter they said "Mr. Presi
dent, if you dare to send to the Con
gress of the United States a welfare re
form plan that is anything like what 
you said in your campaign, we will not 
only block that, but we will block your 
health plan." That letter is a matter of 
record. The press, of course, did not 
pay much attention to that letter, but 
the letter is there, and it is real. We all 
know about it. 

The President did nothing. Late in 
the last Congress, late, after the Con
tract With America was out, after the 
President saw, again, that the Amer
ican people demanded an end to welfare 
as we know it, he sent a bill up here. 
We heard about a bill. It took me until 
just a week ago to find out where was 
the bill. 

Not one Democrat was willing to 
move that bill in committee for the 
President, nor was one Democrat will
ing to offer the President's bill, even to 
the Committee on Rules for consider
ation at this time. It was left for me to 
find the bill and off er it to the Com
mittee on Rules so it could be consid
ered. 

The time has come, Mr. Speaker, 
when we must move on this measure. 
The Members have been complaining 
that doing so is inconvenient. How in
convenient is it in the lives of those 
very children if we let this cruel, heart
less system continue to prevail? 

They say they do not have the pro
tection. At the beginning of the 103d 
Congress, the Democrat rules specifi
cally wrote away from every Member 
of this Congress the right to object to 
a committee sitting while the House 
was sitting under the 5-minute rule . 
They took that right away from us and 
told us if we did not like it, we could 
lump it. They said in so many words 
" We don' t care about your minority 
rights. " That was their rules. 

We corrected that. In an extraor
dinary period of time where we are 
moving extraordinary product, extraor
dinary legislation, that has suffered an 
extraordinary delay because of the ti
midity of the Democrat Party, the hos
tility to reform of the Democrat party, 
we have now, in compliance with these 
rules, come and asked this House to 
vote, vote whether nor not we will 
allow committees to meet while the 
House meets under the 5-minute rule. 

Would I had had such a privilege 
under a Democrat majority just a year 
ago. Would I had been given that much 
regard to the rights of the minority, in 
a Democrat majority just 1 year ago. 
However, their rules did not allow that 
opportunity for me, as a minority. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to this 
complaining about this inconvenience 
for an hour. I do not care to listen any
more. What I care to do, Mr. Speaker, 
is to make two final points. The time 
has come for us to combine, as Bill 
Moyers has said so eloquently, some 
modicum of understanding with some 
genuine compassion for the children 
that are the victims of this cruel sys
tem that so many people want to de
f end, and do it now. The time has come 
to do that, even, yes, if the doing of it 
comes at some inconvenience to our
selves in the next 2 days. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the preferential motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). All time has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques
tion is ordered on the preferential mo
tion. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the preferential motion 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 227, nays 
190, not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 253) 
YEAS-227 

Allard B111rakts Camp 
Archer Bltley Canady 
Armey Blute Castle 
Bachus Boehlert Chabot 
Baker (CA) Boehner Chambltss 
Baker (LA) Bon m a Christensen 
Ballenger Bono Chrysler 
Barr Bryant (TN) Coble 
Barrett (NE) Bunn Coburn 
Bartlett Bunning Col11ns (GA) 
Barton Burr Combest 
Bass Burton Cooley 
Bateman Buyer Cox 
Bereuter Callahan Crane 
Btlbray Calvert Crapo 
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Cremeans Hutchinson Radanovich Lewis (GA) Ortiz Slaughter Bryant (TX) Hancock Olver 
Cu bin Hyde Ramstad Lincoln Orton Spratt Bunn Hansen Orton 
Cunningham Ing Us Regula Lipinski Owens Stark Bunning Hastert Oxley 
De Lay ls took Riggs Lofgren Pallone Stenholm Burr Hastings (FL) Packard 
Dlaz-Balart Johnson (CT) Roberts Lowey Pastor Stokes Burton Hastings (WA) Parker 
Dickey Johnson, Sam Rogers Luther Payne (NJ) Studds Buyer Hayes Pastor 
Dooltttle Jones Rohrabacher Maloney Payne (VA) Stupak Callahan Hayworth Paxon 
Dornan Kasi ch Ros-Lehtinen Manton Pelosi Tanner Calvert Hefner Payne (VA) 
Dreier Kelly Roth Markey Peterson (FL) Taylor (MS) Camp Heineman Peterson (FL) 
Duncan Kim Roukema Martinez Peterson (MN) Tejeda Canady Herger Peterson (MN) 
Dunn King Royce Mascara Pickett Thompson Cardin H1lleary Petri 
Ehlers Kingston Salmon Matsui Pomeroy Thornton Castle Hobson Porter 
Ehrltch Klug Sanford McCarthy Po shard Thurman Chabot Hoekstra Po shard 
Emerson Knollenberg Saxton McDermott Rahall Torres Chambltss Hoke Pryce 
Engltsh Kolbe Scarborough McHale Rangel Torrtcell1 Chenoweth Holden Qu1llen 
Ensign LaHood Schaefer McKinney Reed Traf1cant Christensen Horn Quinn 
Everett Largent Schiff McNulty Reynolds Velazquez Chrysler Hostettler Radanovich 
Ewing Latham Seastrand Menendez Richardson Vento Clayton Houghton Rahall 
Fawell LaTourette Sensenbrenner Mfume Rivers Visclosky Clement Hoyer Ramstad 
Fields (TX) Lazio Shad egg Miller (CA) Roemer Volkmer Coble Hunter Rangel 
Flanagan Leach Shaw Mineta Rose Ward Coburn Hutchinson Regula 
Foley Lewis (CA) Shays Mink Roybal-Allard Waters Coll1ns (GA) Inglts Reynolds 
Forbes Lewis (KY) Shuster Moakley Rush Watt (NC) Combest Is took Riggs 
Fowler Lightfoot Skeen Mollohan Sabo Waxman Condit Jackson-Lee Rivers 
Fox Linder Smith (MI) Montgomery Sanders Wilson Cooley Johnson (CT) Roberts 
Franks <CT> LoBlondo Smith (NJ) Moran Sawyer Wise Costello Johnson (SD) Rogers 
Franks (NJ) Longley Smlth(TX) Murtha Schroeder Woolsey Cox Johnson, E. B. Rohrabacher 
Freltnghuysen Lucas Smlth(WA) Nadler Scott Wyden Coyne Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen 
Frisa Manzullo Solomon Neal Serrano Wynn Cramer Jones Roth 
Funderburk Martini Souder Oberstar Sislsky Yates Crapo Kanjorskl Roukema 
Gallegly McColl um Spence Obey Skaggs Cremeans Kasi ch Royce 
Ganske McCrery Stearns Olver Skelton Cub In Kelly Salmon 
Gekas McDade Stockman 

NOT VOTING-17 
Cunningham Kennedy (RI) Sanders 

· Gllchrest McHugh Stump Danner Kennelly Sanford 
G1llmor Mcinnis Talent Barcia Davis Portman Davis Klldee Sawyer 
Gllman Mcintosh Tate Browder Edwards Schumer de la Garza Kim Saxton 
Gonzalez McKeon Tauzin Brown (FL) Livingston Towns Deal King Scarborough 
Good latte Metcalf Taylor (NC) Brown back Meehan Tucker DeFazlo Kingston Schaefer 
Goodling Meyers Thomas Chenoweth Meek W1lllams De Lauro Kleczka Schiff 
Goss Mica Thornberry Clinger Minge De Lay Kltnk 

Scott 
Graham M1ller (FL) Tiahrt Diaz-Balart Klug 

Seastrand 
Greenwood Molinari Torklldsen 0 1232 Dickey Knollenberg 

Sensenbrenner 
Gunderson Moorhead Upton 

Mr. BEVILL changed his vote from 
Dicks Kolbe 

Serrano 
Gutknecht Morella Vucanovich Dixon LaHood 
Hall(TX) Myers Waldholtz "yea" to "nay." Doggett Largent Shad egg 

Hancock Myrick Walker Mr .. SOUDER changed his vote from Dooley Latham Shaw 

Walsh Doolittle LaTourette Shays 
Hansen Nethercutt "nay" to "yea." 
Hastert Neumann Wamp Dornan Laughlin Slsisky 

Hastings (WA) Ney Watts (OK) So the motion was agreed to. Doyle Lazio Skaggs 

Hayworth Norwood Weldon (FL) The result of the vote was announced Dreier Leach Skeen 

Hefley Nussle Weldon (PA) as above recorded. Duncan Levin Skelton 
Weller Dunn Lewis (CA) Smith (MI) 

Heineman Oxley A motion to reconsider was laid on Smith (NJ) 
Herger Packard White Ehlers Lewis (KY) 

H1lleary Parker Whitfield the table. Ehrlich Lightfoot Smith(TX) 

Hobson Paxon Wicker Emerson Lincoln Smith(WA) 

Hoekstra Petri Wolf Engltsh Linder Solomon 

Hoke Pombo Young (AK) Ensign Lipinski Souder 

Horn Porter Young (FL) THE JOURNAL Eshoo Livingston Spence 

Hostettler Pryce Zeliff The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. Everett LoBiondo Spratt 
Zimmer Ewing Lofgren Stark 

Houghton Quillen GILLMOR). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule Farr Longley Stearns 
Hunter Quinn 

I, the pending business is the question Fawell Lowey Stenholm 

NAYS--190 of agreeing to the Speaker's approval Fields (TX} Lucas Stump 
Flake Luther Stupak 

Abercrombie Cramer Gibbons of the Journal. Flanagan Maloney Talent 
Ackerman Danner Gordon The question is on agreeing to the Foglietta Manzullo Tanner 
Andrews de la Garza Green Speaker's approval of the Journal. Foley Martini Tate 
Baesler Deal Gutierrez The question was taken; and the Forbes Mascara Tauzin 
Baldacci De Fazio Hall(OH) Ford Matsui Taylor (NC) 
Barrett (WI) DeLauro Hamilton Speaker pro tempo re announced that Fowler McCarthy Tejeda 
Becerra Dellums Harman the ayes appeared to have it. Fox McColl um Thomas 
Bellenson Deutsch Hastings (FL) 

RECORDED VOTE 
Franks (CT) McCrery Thornberry 

Bentsen Dicks Hayes Franks (NJ) McDade Thurman 
Berman Dingell Hefner Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand Frelinghuysen McHale Tlahrt 
Bevill Dixon Hllliard a recorded vote. Frisa McHugh Torklldsen 
Bishop Doggett Hinchey A recorded vote was ordered. Funderburk Mcinnis Torricell1 
Boni or Dooley Holden Gallegly Mcintosh Traflcant 
Borski Doyle Hoyer The vote was taken by electronic de- Ganske McKeon Tucker 
Boucher Durbin Jackson-Lee vice, and there were-ayes 326, noes 88, Gekas Meehan Upton 
Brewster Engel Jacobs answered "present" 1, not voting 19, as Geren Metcalf Vucanovlch 
Brown (CA) Eshoo Jefferson 

follows: 
Gllchrest Meyers Waldholtz 

Brown (OH) Evans Johnson (SD) Glllmor Mica Walker 
Bryant (TX) Farr Johnson, E. B. [Roll No. 254) Gllman M1ller (FL) Walsh 
Cardin Fattah Johnston AYES--326 Gonzalez Mollohan Wamp 
Chapman Fazio Kanjorskl Goodlatte Montgomery Ward 
Clay Fields (LA) Kaptur Allard Barrett (WI) B11ley Good Ung Moorhead Watts (OK) 
Clayton Fllner Kennedy (MA) Andrews Bartlett Blute Gordon Morella Waxman 
Clement Flake Kennedy (RI) Archer Barton Boehlert Goss Murtha Weldon (FL) 
Clyburn Foglletta Kennelly Bachus Bass Bonllla Graham Myers Weldon (PA) 
Coleman Ford Kil dee Baesler Bateman Bono Green Myrick Weller 
Coll1ns (IL) Frank (MA) Kleczka Baker (CA) Bellenson Borski Greenwood Nadler White 
Collins (Ml) Frost Klink Baker (LA) Bereuter Boucher Gunderson Nethercutt Whitfield 
Condit Furse LaFalce Baldacci Berman Brewster Gutknecht Neumann Wicker 
Conyers Gejdenson Lantos Ballenger Bev111 Brown (OH) Hall(OH) Ney W1lliams 
Costello Gephardt Laughlin Barr Bllbray Brown back Hall(TX) Norwood Wilson 
Coyne Geren Levin Barrett (NE) Bllirakls Bryant (TN) Hamllton Nussle Wolf 
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Woolsey Young (AK) Zeliff 
Wynn Young (FL) Zimmer 

NOES-88 
Abercrombie Hefley Payne (NJ) 
Ackerman H!lllard Pelosi 
Becerra Hinchey P1ckett 
Bentsen Hyde Pombo 
Bishop Jacobs Pomeroy 
Boni or Jefferson Reed 
Brown <CA) Kaptur Roemer 
Chapman Kennedy (MA) Rose 
Clay LaFalce Roybal-Allard 
Clyburn Lantos Rush 
Coleman Lewis (GA) Sabo 
Coll!ns (Ml) Manton Schroeder 
Crane Markey Slaughter 
Dell urns Martinez Stokes 
Deutsch McDermott Studds 
Dingell McKinney Taylor (MS) 
Durbin McNulty Thompson 
Engel Menendez Thornton 
Evans Mfume Torres 
Fattah M!ller (CA) Velazquez 
Fazio Mine ta Vento 
Fields (LA) Mink Vlsclosky 
Filner Moakley Volkmer 
Frank (MA) Moran Waters 
Frost Neal Watt (NC) 
Furse Oberstar Wise 
Gejdenson Obey Wyden 
Gephardt Ortiz Yates 
Gibbons Owens 
Gutierrez Pallone 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Harman 

NOT VOTING-19 
Armey Conyers Richardson 
Barcia Edwards Schumer 
Boehner Johnston Shuster 
Browder Meek Stockman 
Brown (FL) Minge Towns 
Clinger Mol!nar! 
Coll!ns (IL) Portman 

0 1251 
So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, because of 

my attendance at the White House for a cere
mony commemorating the signing by Presi
dent Clinton of S. 1, the Unfunded Mandate 
Reform Act of 1995, of which I was a House 
sponsor, I was unable to be in attendance in 
the House for two recorded votes, rollcall vote 
No. 253 on permitting the committee to sit, 
and rollcall vote No. 254 on approval of the 
Journal. 

Had I been in attendance, I would have 
voted "yea" on both rollcall votes No. 253 and 
No. 254. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 390 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to remove my name as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 390. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID
ERATION OF H.R. 4, PERSON AL 
RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 

call up House Resolution 119 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 119 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XX.III, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 4) to 
restore the American family, reduce illegit
imacy, control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. No further general de
bate shall be in order. An amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the text 
of H.R. 1214 shall be considered as adopted in 
the House and in the Comm! ttee of the 
Whole. The bill, as amended, shall be consid
ered as the original bill for the purpose of 
further amendment Under the five-minute 
rule. The bill, as amended, shall be consid
ered as read. No further amendment shall be 
in order except the amendments printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom
panying this resolution, amendments en bloc 
described in section 2 of this resolution, and 
the amendments designated in section 3 of 
this resolution. Except as specified in sec
tion 2, 3, or 4 of this resolution, each amend
ment made in order by this resolution may 
be considered only in the order printed in the 
report, may be offered only by a Member des
ignated in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for twenty minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the pro
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment (except that the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, or their des
ignees, each may offer one pro forma amend
ment to any amendment printed in the re
port for the purpose of debate), and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against 
amendments made in order by this resolu
tion are waived. 

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time be
fore the consideration of the amendments 
designated in section 3 of this resolution for 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means or his designee to offer amendments 
en bloc consisting of amendments printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom
panying this resolution not earlier disposed 
of or germane modifications of any such 
amendment. Amendments en bloc offered 
pursuant to this section shall be considered 
as read (except that modifications shall be 
reported) and shall be debatable for twenty 
minutes equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means or 
their designees. For the purpose of inclusion 
in such amendments en bloc, an amendment 
printed in the form of a motion to strike 
may be modified to the form of a germane 
perfecting amendment to the text originally 
proposed to be stricken. The original pro
ponent of an amendment included in such 
amendments en bloc may insert a statement 
in the Congressional Record immediately be
fore the discussion of the amendments en 
bloc. 

SEC. 3. (a) After disposition of the amend
ments printed in the report of the Commit
tee on Rules accompanying this resolution 
and any amendments en bloc offered pursu
ant to section 2 of this resolution, it shall be 
in order to consider the following amend-
ments in the following order- · 

(1) a further amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of H.R. 1267, 

if offered by Representative Deal of Georgia 
or his designee; 

(2) a further amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of H.R. 1250, 
1f offered by Representative Mink of Hawaii 
or her designee; and 

(3) a further amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of the blll, 
as it had been perfected before the consider
ation of amendments pursuant to this sec
tion, if offered by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means or his designee. 

(b) Each of the amendments designated in 
subsection (a) of this section shall be debat
able for one hour equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an opponent. 

(c) The amendment designated in subpara
graph (a)(3) of this section shall be subject to 
amendment by any amendment printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom
panying this resolution that was not earlier 
disposed of as an amendment to the bill, as 
amended pursuant to this resolution, before 
the consideration of amendments pursuant 
to this section. Amendments to the amend
ment designated in subparagraph (a)(3) of 
this section shall be considered under the 
same terms as if offered to the bill, as 
amended by this resolution, and shall be sub
ject to the last sentence of section 4 of this 
resolution. 

(d) If more than one of the amendments 
designated in subsection (a) of this section is 
adopted, then only the one receiving the 
greater number of affirmative votes shall be 
considered as finally adopted. In the case of 
a tie for the greater number of affirmative 
votes, then only the last amendment to re
ceive that number of affirmative votes shall 
be considered as finally adopted. 

SEC. 4. The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time· during 
further consideration in the Committee of 
the Whole a request for a recorded vote on 
any amendment made in order by this reso
lution. The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than five 
minutes the time for voting by electronic de
vice on any postponed question that imme
diately follows another vote by electronic 
device without intervening business, pro
vided that the time for voting by electronic 
device on the first in any series of questions 
shall be not less than fifteen minutes. The 
Chairman of the Comm! ttee of the Whole 
may recognize for consideration of any 
amendment printed in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu
tion out of the order printed, but not sooner 
than one hour after the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means or a designee 
announces from the floor a request to that 
effect. 

SEC. 5. At the conclusion of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re
port the blll, as amended pursuant to this 
resolution, to the House with such further 
amendments as may have been finally adopt
ed. Any Member may demand a separate vote 
in the House on any amendment adopted in 
the Committee of the Whole either to the 
blll, as amended pursuant to this resolution, 
or as incorporated in a further amendment 
in the nature of a substitute designated in 
section 3(a)(3) of this resolution, unless re
placed by a further amendment in the nature 
of a substitute designated in section 3(a)(l) 
or 3(a)(2) of this resolution. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and any amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OXLEY). The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] is recognized for 1 hour. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the 

purposes of debate only, I yield half of 
our time to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HALL], pending which I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

During the consideration of the reso
lution, all time yielded is for the pur
poses of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 119 is 
both a structured and complex rule as 
you have heard the Clerk read a few 
minutes ago, and yet it is the most 
open and fair rule we have ever had on 
a welfare reform bill in my 16 years 
here in this Congress. 

When last this House attempted to 
reform our welfare system back in 1987, 
just one Republican substitute was al
lowed plus one en bloc amendment to 
the base bill offered by a Democrat. 

This rule, by stark contrast, makes 
in order not 1 but 2 Democrat sub
stitutes, but also makes in order some 
31 amendments to the base bill, includ
ing 5 by Democrats. 

At the same time, we respected the 
request of the distinguished minority 
leader, Mr. GEPHARDT, who appeared 
before the Rules Committee, to pro
hibit any amendments from being of
fered to either of the two Democratic 
substitutes by Representatives DEAL 
and MINK. 

The minority leader even indicated 
in his testimony before us that, and I 
quote, "We would be happy if there 
could simply be a consideration of al
ternative proposals without the ability 
to amend any of those proposals.'' 

That was certainly a tempting op
tion, and one that we considered. 

But, on further reflection, we decided 
that in all fairness we should allow 
some perfecting amendments to our 
bill, while at the same time respecting 
the minority's wish to keep its sub
stitutes closed to amendments. 

I think all that is important to keep 
in mind as we discuss this rule. It is 
much more open than the minority 
leader indicated he would be happy 
with. 

At the same time, we did not think it 
would be right to take the time of this 
House on all of the over 160 amend
ments that were filed with our commit-

, tee, many of which would simply try to 
convert our bill into one of the Demo
crat substitutes. 

That is why Republican amendments 
outnumber Democrat amendments to 
our bill by 26 to 5. On a bill as complex 
and important as this, it is important 
that we maintain the integrity of our 
basic principles and fundamental poli
cies in moving this legislation forward. 

That is not to say that there were 
not some important and meritorious 
amendments that were denied in the 
fashioning of this rule . I would have 
preferred to have made in order several 
more amendments from both sides of 
the aisle. 

But this rule was the final product of 
ongoing negotiations between the var-

ious committees of jurisdiction, the 
leadership, and the members of the 
Rules Committee. 

Politics is, after all, the art of com
promise, and this rule is a reflection of 
such a compromise. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to keep our eye on the big picture of 
choosing between the major alter
natives of reforming the welfare sys
tem as we know it-of focusing on the 
fundamental differences that do exist 
between our two parties on how this 
best can be done. 

We did not, as earlier considered, for 
instance, make in order the President's 
welfare reform bill as introduced in the 
last Congress, because it was not intro
duced by even one Democrat in this 
Congress. 

But I think it is significant to note 
that while we promised last September 
in our Contract With America to bring 
forward a welfare reform bill in the 
first 100 days of this Congress, the ad
ministration has been virtually silent 
on pressing its alternative proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us will 
provide ample debate and consider
ation of the major pending alter
natives, and, at least with respect to 
our bill, allow for some 31 amendments 
to further perfect it. We have never 
claimed that we had a perfect solution, 
and have been open to further sugges
tions for improving our legislation. 

We have already completed 5 hours of 
general debate on this bill and the two 
Democrat substitutes, compared to 4 
hours of general debate on the Demo
crats' welfare reform bill and our one 
substitute made in order in 1987. 

We will now take the rest of this 
week on the amendment process pro
vided for under this rule. Each of the 31 
amendments made in order will be sub
ject to at least 20 minutes of debate, 
which may be extended to 30 minutes if 
the majority and minority mangers 
choose to offer a further, 5-minute pro 
forma amendment each. 

We have adopted the format used on 
past defense authorization bills of al
lowing amendments to be offered en 
bloc, and for votes to be postponed and 
clustered in order to help expedite our 
proceedings. 

Once we have completed the consid
eration of those 31 individual amend
ments, we will then have 1 hour of de
bate and a vote on each of the 2 Demo
crat substitutes by Representatives 
DEAL and MINK, in that order. 

If necessary, we will then proceed to 
a vote on our base bill as amended as a 
third substitute under our winner
takes-all process. 

What that means is that if more than 
one substitute is adopted, then the one 
having the most votes will be consid
ered as having been finally adopted and 
reported back to the House for a final 
vote. 

In addition, we have permitted our 
final substitute to be further amended 

by any amendment printed in the rule 
which was not offered during the 
course of the earlier amendment proc
ess, provided that at least 1 hour's ad
vance notice is given before offering 
such an amendment. 

The rule also requires 1-hour advance 
notice of any amendments offered ear
lier to the base bill which are offered 
out of the order printed. 

That is only fair to the Members of 
this House so that they will know for 
certain what it is they will be asked to 
vote on. 

Finally, to my colleagues on the 
other side who are disappointed that 
their amendments were not made in 
order to the base bill, our rule pre
serves the right of the minority to 
off er a final motion to recommit which 
may include a final amendment or 
amendments of their choosing, pro
vided they are germane and otherwise 
in order under House rules. 

In concluding my remarks on this 
rule, I think it is fair and balanced. It 
protects the rights of the minority to 
have not just five perfecting amend
ments to our bill plus two substitutes. 

It also allows the minority to offer 
any amendments it chooses to include 
in its motion to recommit with in
structions-even if they were not filed 
with the Rules Committee. For that 
reason, I think the rule is deserving of 
the support of fairminded Members on 
both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, when I called up the 
rule for general debate yesterday, I 
suggested that the public should meas
ure the proposals offered by both par
ties against the status quo. 

There is a consensus of opinion in 
Washington and in the State houses, 
that tb.e current welfare system has 
failed. 

Which of the alternatives offered will 
allow continued runaway spending, set 
on auto-pilot inside the beltway, for 
programs that never really reach or 
improve the lot of the poor? Which al
ternatives remain silent on the issue 
that is most crippling the American 
family unit-the issue of out-of-wed
lock births? 

When measured against this yard
stick, H.R. 4 is clearly the superior al
ternative. 

Members on the other side of the 
aisle who defend the current system 
talk in grand terms about compassion. 
They try to seize the moral high 
ground in this debate while their feet 
remain firmly planted against any 
meaningful change in the current sys
tem. 

What kind of compassion is it that 
leaves unaltered a monolithic bureauc
racy that has the ability to ensnare en
tire generations in the despair of pov
erty? 

What kind of compassion is it that 
saddles future generations with moun
tains of debt built on failed but costly 
programs-debt that harms the poor 
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more than the better-off by stifling is time for real and revolutionary 
economic growth, opportunity, and change. 
meaningful jobs in the private sector? House Republicans have recognized 

However well-intentioned these pro- that fact, and we have produced, after 
grams were at their inception, defend- much debate and negotiation, the most 
ers of the welfare state must face the comprehensive welfare reform bill in 
fact that they have failed, and that it the history of this Republic-and one 

that will save us nearly $70 billion over 
the next 5 years compared to current 
spending trends. 

I therefore urge adoption of this rule 
and the passage of this bill. 

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITIEE, 1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of March 15, 1995) 

l 03d Congress l 04th Congress 
Rule type 

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total 

Open/Modified-open 2 ......... ... ........ .. .... ............................. .. ............ .. ............ ......................... .... .................................................. ........... ... .... ........... ........ ...... ........... . 46 44 19 79 
Modified Closed 3 ... .... .... .............................. ..... .............. ... .. ... .. .... .. ...... .... ... .. .... .. ....... ... ..... ..... .... ............ .................... ................ ...... .... ................. .. ...... .. .. .......... .. .. 49 47 5 11 
Closed• ................ .. .... .... ........ .. .................................................... ... ...................... ....... ....... ............ ...... ............................................... ... .... .. .................................. . 9 9 0 0 

Totals: ............................... ... .......... ............................ .................. .. .............................................................. ........ ................ ... ................... .. .................... . 104 100 24 100 

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of 
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules. 

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only 
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record. 

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 

•A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill). 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITIEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of March l, 1995 J 

H. Res. No. (Date rep!.) Rule type 

H. Res. 38 (l/18195) ...................................... 0 ............................. ..... ... . 
H. Res. 44 (l/24195) ............................. .. ....... MC .......................... ..... ... . 

H. Res. 51 (l/31/95) .................. ........ ............ 0 ..................................... . 
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ................ .. ........... ......... 0 ......... .. ........ ...... .......... .. . 
H. Res. 53 (l/31/95) ............... ................. ...... 0 ......................... ... ... ... ... . 
H. Res. 55 (211/95) ................................ .. ...... 0 ...... ... .. .. ...... .... .. ....... .. ... . 
H. Res. 60 (216195) ... ......................... ............ 0 ........................... .......... . 
H. Res. 61 (216195) ...................................... .. 0 ................................. .... . 
H. Res. 63 (218195) ........................................ MO ................ .................. . 
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ 0 .. ....... ................ ... .... .... .. 
H. Res. 79 (2110/95) ...................................... MO ......................... .... .. .. .. 
H. Res. 83 (2113195) .................. .. .................. MO ............... ....... ............ . 
H. Res. 88 (2116195) ...................................... MC ...................... ............ . 
H. Res. 91 (2121/95) ......... ............................. 0 ..................................... . 
H. Res. 92 (2121/95) ..... ................................. MC ........... ............ .......... .. 
H. Res. 93 (2122/95) .................................... .. MO ................................. .. 
H. Res. 96 (2124195) ...................................... MO ................................. .. 
H. Res. 100 (2127/95) .................................... 0 ..................................... . 
H. Res. 101 (2128/95) .................................... MO ........... ... .................... . 
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ........... .. ......................... MO ....... ........................... . 
H. Res. 103 (3/3195) ...................................... MO ............... .................. .. 
H. Res. 105 (3/6195) ............ .. ........................ MO ........... .... ................... . 
H. Res. 108 (3/6195) .... .................................. Debate ............................ . 
H. Res. 109 (3/8195) .... ..................... ............. MC ........... .... .. ... .............. . 
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................. .. MO ............ .. .................... . 
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .. ....... .... ....................... Debate ........... .... ............. . 
H. Res. 119 (3/21195) .................................... MC ............ ..... ................. . 

Bill No. Subject 

H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................... .. ...... .. .... ........................................................... . 
H. Con. Res. 17 ............... Social Security ........... ... .................. ........... ...... .. .... .. ........................................................... . 
HJ. Res. l ....................... Balanced Budget Arndt ............ .. .... ...... .. ... ....... ........ ................................. ... .. .................... . 
H.R. 101 .......................... land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ....... ................ .. .................... ............... .. ................... .. 
H.R. 400 ....... ................... land Exchange, Arctic Nat'I. Park and Preserve ... ................ .. ...................................... .... . 
H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ..................................... ................................... .. .... . 
H.R. 2 ............ ... ............... Line Item Veto ... ... ............ ....................... .................................. ................................... .. .... . 
H.R. 665 ........ .......... ........ Victim Restitution ............................................................................................................... . 
H.R. 666 ... ....................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .......................................................................... ......................... . 
H.R. 667 ............. ............. Violent Criminal Incarceration .. ... ......................................................................... ; ............ . 
H.R. 668 ........... ............... Criminal Alien Deportation ................................................................................................ .. 
H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ............................. .. .. ...................... .... ..... ........................ . 
H.R. 7 .......................... .... National Security Revitalization ........................................ .. .................. ............................. . 
H.R. 831 ..... .. ................. .. Health Insurance Deductibility ............................. .... .. ........................................................ . 
H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act ............................... .... ....... .. ..................... ....... .. .. ....................... . 
H.R. 889 ........................ .. Defense Supplemental .............................. ........................... .......... ......... .. .......................... . 
H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act ....................... ... ...... .......... .... ..... .. ............................ . 
H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................. ..... .... ...................................... ................................ . 
H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ..... ....... ........... ...... ........................................................ . 
H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ....... .... .. .. .... .. .... .... .......................................... . 
H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ............................................................................................ .... . 
H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ... ........................ ..................... .............................................. .. 

Disposition of rule 

A: 350-71 (l/19195). 
A: 255-172 (1125195). 

A: voice vote (211/95). 
A: voice vote (2/1/95). 
A: voice vote (2/l/95). 
A: voice vote (2/2/95). 
A: voice vote (2/7 /95). 
A: voice vote (2fi/95). 
A: voice vote (219/95). 
A: voice vote (2/10/95). 
A: voice vote (2/10/95). 
PO: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2115195). 
PO: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2121195). 
A: voice vote (2/22/95). 
A: 282-144 (2122/95). 
A: 252-175 (2123/95). 
A: 253-165 (2127195). 
A: voice vote (£128195). 
A: 271-151 (3/1/95). 
A: voice vote (3/6195). 
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>· 
H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ............ .. ...... .. ........ ... ................................................ A: voice vote (3121/95). 

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule-, A-adoption vote; PO-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress. 

CORRECTION OF VOTES IN COMMITTEE REPORT 

The Rules Committee's report, House Re
port 104-85 on H. Res. 119, the rule for the 
further consideration of R.R. 4, the "Per
sonal Responsib111ty Act of 1995," contains 
three erroneously reported rollcall votes due 
to typographical errors during the printing 
process. The votes were correctly reported in 
the original report filed with the Clerk. 

Below is a correct version of those votes as 
contained in the Rules Committee report as 
filed with the House. The amendment num
bers referred to in the motions are to amend
ments filed with the Rules Committee-a 
summary of which are contained following 
the listing of votes in the committee report. 

The corrected rollcall votes for Rollcall 
Nos. 102, 104, and 109, are as follows: 

RULES COMMITTEE ROLLCALL NO. 102 

Date: March 21, 1995. 
Measure: Rule for R .R. 4, The Personal Re

sponsibility Act of 1995. 
Motion By: Mr. Moakley. 
Summary of Motion: Make in order Ber

man amendment No. 159. 
Results: Rejected, 4 to 8. 

Vote by Member Yea Nay Present 

Quillen ........................................................ . 
Dreier .......................................................... . 

Vote by Member Yea Nay 

Goss .... ................... ..................................... . 
Linder .. ............ ........................................... . 
Pryce .......................................................... .. 
Diaz-Balart ................................................ .. 
Mcinnis ....................................................... . 
Waldholtz ........ ............................................ . 
Moakley .............................................. ......... . 
Beilenson ............................... ... .......... ........ . 
Frost ... ........................................................ . 
Hall ...... .. ........ .. .......................................... . . 
Solomon ............... ....................................... . 

RULES COMMITTEE ROLLCALL NO. 104 

Date: March 21, 1995. 

Present 

Measure: Rule for R.R. 4, The Personal Re
sponsi b111 ty Act of 1995. 

Motion By: Mr. Beilenson. 
Summary of Motion: Make in order 

McDermott amendment No. 102. 
Results: Rejected, 3 to 8. 

Vote by Member Yea Nay Present 

Quillen .... ..... ............................................... . 
Dreier ..... .... ................................................. . 
Goss ..................................... ... .................... . 
Linder ...... ................................ ................... . 
Pryce .............................. ............................ .. 
Diaz-Bala rt ........... ..................................... .. 
Mcinnis ...................................................... .. 
Waldholtz .................................................... . 
Moakley .......................... .. ........................... . 
Beilenson .................................................... . 
Frost ......... .......... ........................................ . 

Vote by Mem ~er Yea Nay 

~:1~ni"iXi'"::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::: """' "i(' '"'"' 

RULES COMMITTEE ROLLCALL NO. 109 

Date: March 21, 1995. 

Present 

Measure: Rule for R.R. 4, The Personal Re
sponsibility Act of 1995. 

Motion By: Mr. Beilenson. 
Summary of Motion: Make in order Hyde/ 

Woolsey amendment No. 1. 
Results: Rejected, 3 to 8. 

Vote by Member Yea Nay Present 

Quillen ......... .. ... ... .... ........................ ........... . 
Dreier ........................... .. ... .......................... . 
Goss ..................................................... ....... . 
Under ........................................................ . 
Pryce .... ................. .... ................... .. ..... ........ . 
Diaz-Balart ...................... ........................... . 
Mcinnis ...................................... ... .......... .. . . 
Waldholtz .............................. ..... ................. . 
Moakley ....................................................... . 
Beilenson ..... .. ... .. ... .............................. .. ..... . 
Frost .......... .............. .. ................................. . 
Hall ....................................... .. ..... ............... . 
Solomon ... .................. ................................ .. 

0 1300 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] yield? 
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Mr. SOLOMON. May I very shortly, 

because I am limited in time, yield to 
my New York colleague, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, my friend and colleague. 

Mr. Speaker, last Monday I had an 
opportunity to meet with Cardinal 
O'Connor on this bill, and we had a 
very long session. Cardinal O'Connor 
indicated a great concern about the 
children being hurt, especially those 
with teenage--

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, may I 
say to the gentleman from New York, 
CHARLIE, could I interrupt? Let me re
serve the balance of my time, and the 
gentleman can get his time because I 
really want to have a dialog with him, 
but I do not have the time here. If the 
gentleman would get time, I would be 
glad to continue with him. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RANGEL. The Cardinal said he 
had an agreement with the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], and I 
just wanted to know whether that is 
included. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OXLEY). The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] reserves the balance of 
his time . 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this rule. This is a rule that limits 
amendments on the welfare reform 
package known as the Personal Re
sponsibility Act of 1995. 

As my colleague on the other side of 
the aisle well knows, this is a closed 
rule which picks and chooses amend
ments that can and cannot be offered 
to improve a bad bill. The rule makes 
a 400-page substitute bill in order 
which most Members of this body have 
not read and is being rammed through 
to meet an arbitrary contract on 
America deadline. 

To make matters worse, the rule al
lows only 31 freestanding amendments 
out of the 161 received by the Rules 
Committee. So out of the 93 amend
ments that were proposed by Demo
crats , only 5 can be offered. This rule is 
a product of a party that only last year 
complained about gag rules and stifling 
debates. This is from the party that 
promised openness and fairness. I 
would just ask what happened to these 
promises? 

The American people do not like 
these kinds of games, particularly 
when we are playing with their money. 

Mr. Speaker, this so-called Personal 
Responsibility Act is a bad bill and it 

Bill No. Title 

H.R. I ..................... Compliance .... .. 

ought to be voted down. It is weak on 
work, it is hard on children, and it is 
punitive in nature. We all support per
sonal responsibility, but the name of 
the bill has no relation to the provi
sions in it. They call this the Personal 
Responsibility Act. But I propose that 
we call it the Congressional Irrespon
sibility Act because this legislation is 
irresponsible to the weak, the poor, 
and the needy. 

We need to concentrate on getting 
people off public assistance and into 
the job market. Yet the Republican 
version has no real requirements that 
States get people working before sim
ply dropping them off the rolls. There 
are no assurances that they will get 
real job training, much less day care 
for their children. 

On top of this, we understand a por
tion of the money saved by this bill, 
somewhere between $69 and $80 billion, 
will go toward tax cuts for corpora
tions and the wealthy, instead of defi
cit reduction, where it belongs. 

I do not like the title of this bill, 
which implies that people have no re
sponsibility if they are poor. After hav
ing spent a good part of my career 
working with the poor and hungry, I 
can attest that most people are respon
sible and want to work. I have visited 
many hunger centers and homeless 
shelters in my city and even in this 
city. I have found overwhelmingly the 
number of men who might live in a 
homeless shelter but go out on a daily 
basis looking for work and securing 
work. Where abuse exists, we need to 
eliminate it. But we need to provide 
people with dignity and hope and, most 
importantly, jobs. Welfare reform 
should not amount to cutting off help 
for children having children or taking 
away school lunches and WIC. It should 
mean training people for the real jobs 
that exist, offering quality child care, 
and getting people into the main
stream of society. 

This bill and the rule that governs its 
debate is a joke. I am particularly con
cerned that my amendments to strike 
the block-granting of child nutrition 
programs, including school lunch, 
schpol breakfast, and WIC, were not 
made in order under this rule. 

D 1315 
Last night in the Rules Committee I 

offered my amendment as a motion to 
the rule which would have allowed a 
free debate on the school lunch and 
school breakfast programs, and WIC. 
The amendment was voted down 8 to 4 
with no Republican support. 

Yet this so-called Personal Respon
sibility Act erases 50 years of law gov-

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 

erning the School Lunch Program 
without so much as a floor debate. 
Major changes to food and nutrition 
programs are gone in one sweeping ges
ture. By not allowing Members the op
portunity to have a floor amendment, 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle have reneged on their commit
ment to open up the process. Just as 
they are breaking promises to 25 mil
lion school children who depend upon a 
school lunch, they are breaking their 
promise to the American people to 
bring up open rules that allow fair de
bate. Unfortunately according to their 
own definition of rules in the 103d Con
gress, 59 percent of the rules reported 
to the House in 3 short months have 
been closed. 

Stifling debate on school lunch and 
other child nutrition programs is 
wrong for several reasons: 

First and foremost, Mr. Speaker, the 
bill under consideration cuts back the 
programs which reach low- and middle
income children by $7 .2 billion over 5 
years according to CBO. For some low
income children, school breakfast and 
lunch constitute the majority of their 
daily food supply. For most of these 
kids this might be the only, and cer
tainly the best, meal that they are 
going to receive during the day. Under 
this bill, up to 2,000,000 children will no 
longer receive adequate school lunches 
by the year 2000. 

Second, nutrition programs are an 
investment in education. More than 95 
percent of all public schools partici
pate in the National School Lunch Pro
gram. It has a documented record of 
success. Children learn better when 
they have at least one reliable meal a 
day. 

Third, there is no reason on Earth 
why we should cut child nutrition to fi
nance a tax break for wealthy Ameri
cans and corporations. If, in fact, we 
are going to realize billions of dollars 
in savings under this bill, it had better 
go to deficit reduction and not to cor
porate welfare and wealthy individuals. 

Many of my colleagues know on this 
floor my love for these programs that 
are very much concerned for the hun
gry and the hurting of this country and 
other countries, and I try to be very 
decent in the way that I approach rules 
and as I approach my colleagues in all 
the matters that we deal with in the 
House of Representatives. I try not to 
be partisan, and I hope that I am not, 
but I must end my portion of what I am 
going to say by saying this is a lousy 
bill and it is a lousy rule. I hope the 
House votes against the rule. 

Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments 
in order 

Closed ................................................... ............................................................................................ . 
H. Res. 6 ................ Opening Day Rules Package ................................................ . 

H. Res. 6 
H. Res. 5 
H. Res. 38 

Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. I within the closed rule .......................................... . 
None. 
None. 

H.R. 5 ..................... Unfunded Mandates .... .. Restrictive: Motion adopted aver Democratic objection in the Committee of the Whole to limit de- NIA. 
bate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference. 
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments 
in order 

H.J. Res. 2 .... 
H. Res. 43 
H.R. 2 

Balanced Budget .................. . ...................... .......... . H. Res. 44 Restrictive; only certain substitutes ....................................................................... ...... .. ......... .. .........• 2R; 4D. 
Committee Hearings Scheduling ............................................................ .. . . H. Res. 43 (OJ) 

H. Res. 55 
Restrictive; considered in House no amendments ................. ................................. ......... .......... ........ . NIA. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 

Line Item Veto ......................................................... . Open; Pre-printing gets preference ............. .. ............................................. ..... ... ................................ . 
H.R. 665 .. 
H.R. 666 
H.R. 667 

Victim Restitution Act of 1995 ........ .. ................ ..... . . ..................... ........ . . H. Res. 61 Open; Pre-printing gets preference .. ................. ........................................ ......................................... . 
Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 ..................................................... . H. Res. 60 Open; Pre-printing gets preference ........................................................... ............................... .......... . 
Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ......... ...... ................................ . H. Res. 63 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments .................... .... ......... .. ................................................ . 

H.R. 668 ........ ........ . The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act ............ .. ....................... . H. Res. 69 Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provision .. ........... .... ..... ........ ... ........... . 
H.R. 728 ................ . Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants .................. .. ..... ........... . H. Res. 79 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ... .. ................... ........... . 
H.R. 7 ........ .... ..... .. . . National Security Revitalization Act ............ .. ............................................. . H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ... ......... .. .................... . 
H.R. 729 ................ . Death Penalty/Habeas .................................................. ................ ............... . NIA Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments ........................... ........... . 
s. 2 .............. .. ........ . Senate Compliance ..... ...... ................................................. ................. .. ...... . NIA Closed; Put on suspension calendar over Democratic objection ....................................................... . None. 

10. H.R. 831 To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self-Em- H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; waives all points of order; Contains 
ployed. self-executing provision. 

H.R. 830 .. ... ........... . The Paperwork Reduction Act .................................... .................. .. .......... .. . . H. Res. 91 
H. Res. 92 
H. Res. 93 
H. Res. 96 
H. Res. 100 
H. Res. 101 

Open ....... ......................... ................................................ ..... ........................... ....................... . NIA. 
lD. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
10. 

H.R. 889 ................ . Emergency SupplementaVRescinding Certain Budget Authority ................ . Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute ....... ... ... ..... ... ................................. . 
H.R. 450 .. ............ .. . Regulatory Moratorium .......................................... .... ... ........... ................. . Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ........... . 
H.R. 1022 .............. . Risk Assessment .. ........... ...... ... ... ... ...... ......................... ........................... . Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ............................................................... . 
H.R. 926 ................ . Regulatory Flexibility .. . .......... .......... ..... .... ............... . ............................. . Open ................................................. .... ............ ..... ...................................................... ...... .... .............. . 
H.R. 925 ................ . Private Property Protection Act .............................. . ................. .. ............... . · Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amendments 

in the Record prior to the bill's consideration for amendment. waives germaneness and budg
et act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a legislative bill 
against the committee substitute used as base text. 

H.R. 1058 ............... Securities Litigation Reform Act ....................................................... . H. Res. 105 Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the 
Wfden amendment and waives germaneness against it. 

10. 

H.R. 988 ................. The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 ........ ..................................... . H. Res. 104 
H. Res. 109 

Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ........... .... ...... ... .............. . NIA. 
8D; 7R. H.R. 956 Product Liability and Legal Reform Act ............................................. . Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 germane amendments 

from being considered . 
H.R. 1158 ..... .......... Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ..... ... .... H. Res. 115 Restrictive; Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion pro

vision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the same 
chapter (deeper cuts in programs already cut); waives points of order against three amend
ments; waives cl 2 of rule JOU against the bill, cl 2, XXI and cl 7 of rule XVI against the 
substitute; waives cl 2(e) od rule XXI against the amendments in the Record; 10 hr time cap 
on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment. 

NIA. 

H.J. Res. 73 ............ Term Limits ............................ . H. Res. 116 Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a "Queen of the Hill" proce
dure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered. 

lD; 3R. 

H.R. 4 ... ...... ........ .. . Welfare Reform ..... ... .................... .. ............................. ... ............................. .. H. Res. 119 Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130 ger
mane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under a 
"Queen of the Hill " procedure; All points of order are waived against the amendments. 

5D; 26R. 

•• 78% restrictive; 22% open. ••••Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so called modified open and modified closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules 
providing for consideration in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from the Rules Committee in the 103rd Congress. ••••Not in
cluded in this chart are three bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101, H.R. 400, H.R. 440. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. OLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to this outrageously restrictive rule. This is but 
another indication that the Republican majority 
has engaged in a bait-and-switch routine. 
They promised the American people free and 
open debate. Now that they've gained control, 
they continue to play by a new set of rules. 
Closed rules. Rules that stifle debate. Rules 
that deny Members of this body the right to be 
heard. 

Mr. Speaker, Democratic members of the 
Committee on Economic and Educational Op
portunities submitted only a dozen amend
ments that we asked be made in order on is
sues that matter deeply to the public, including 
the school lunch and breakfast programs, the 
WIC Program, and access to safe child care. 
But the Rules Committee refused to make a 
single one of our amendments in order. I in
tended to offer two amendments. One, to 
maintain the current Federal nutrition pro
grams; and the other to provide for an in
crease in the minimum wage. 

The Republican majority decided not to 
allow me and my colleagues to offer our 
amendments because they are nervous about 
debating these issues out in the open, where 
the American public can see for itself the kind 
of devastation they are carrying out in the 
name of welfare reform. They don't want to 
explain how they will decimate the School 
Lunch Program. They don't want to explain 
how they no longer believe there is a Federal 
interest in protecting children from hunger and 
premature birth. They do not want to explain 
that their claim of jobs for welfare recipients is 
nonexistent. They do not want to explain why 
they oppose even a modest increase in the 
minimum wage. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this re
strictive rule. Let us send the Rules Commit
tee back to the drawing board and come up 
with a rule that allows for free and open de
bate. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2112 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE], a 
very valuable member of the Commit
tee on Rules. 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. This is a 
fair and responsible rule. It permits the 
House to debate a significant number 
of worthwhile amendments on issues 
such as child support enforcement, 
stronger work requirements, increasing 
funding for child care, and adoption as
sistance, to name just a few. In addi
tion, Mr. Speaker, the rule makes in 
order two amendments in the nature of 
a substitute to be offered by our Demo
crat colleagues together with a motion 
to recommit. We offer the minority 
many opportunities to effect signifi
cant, substantive changes. 

Mr. Speaker, a generation ago Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson launched is 
much-celebrated War on Poverty. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, here we are in 1995, 30 
years and $5.3 trillion later, ready to 
launch an entirely new war, only this 
time the war is against a failed welfare 
system which has trapped the less for
tunate in our society in an endless 
cycle of poverty and despair. No one 
disagrees that our present welfare sys
tem, no matter how well intentioned, 
has failed. Seventy-one percent of 
Americans say that the current sys
tems does more harm than good, but 
the need for major reform seems obvi-

ous to everyone but Washington and 
the special interests. We are going to 
hear a lot of complaints in the next 
couple of days from those who would 
rather protect the status quo, but 
make no mistake about it, Mr. Speak
er. We have had enough of the status 
quo, and we have an entirely, wholly 
new solution, a solution no less com
passionate, only more efficient; no less 
caring, only more commonsensical. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this debate really 
comes down to a very simple choice. 
Some people want to continue the sta
tus quo and keep in place a system 
that creates more dependence and re
wards self-destruction. On the other 
side are those who recognize that 
things have to change and that the 
present system should be replaced with 
reforms based on the dignity of work, 
the strength of families, and trust in 
local government. 

The minority may try to paint us 
with black hats. It is great rhetoric, 
but simply not true, and using, even 
exploiting, the very children we are 
trying to desperately help into better 
futures as pawns in their effort to pro
tect this cruel, hopeless system is 
nothing short of shameful. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud of the 
work product of this Committee on 
Rules. Let us get on with it. Let us 
adopt this rule. Let us redirect Ameri
ca's largesse of compassion, redirect it 
to where it can do more good than 
harm. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio . Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the 
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former chairman and now ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are 
now looking at the farthest of the gag 
rules. The most important thing ever 
to come through this body in the Dem
ocrat amendments were knocked out 
one after the other by the Republican 
majority up in the Committee on 
Rules. This is not the way to take care 
of children. This is not the way to feed 
children. I believe our single most sig
nificant responsibility as legislators is 
to educate, is to feed and is to protect 
America's children. 

Last night in the Committee on 
Rules, Mr. Speaker, Republicans, one 
right after the other, disagreed with 
me over and again on party-line votes, 
and today we are about to vote on a 
Republican welfare proposal to hurt 
children in order to give the richest 2 
percent in this country a tax break and 
also to increase military spending. 
This bill does nothing to help people 
get jobs. All it does is to kick them and 
their children off of welfare. 

Mr. Speaker, this welfare bill is a 
cruel bill, and Republicans should be 
ashamed to bring it to the floor in this 
condition. I urge my colleagues to op
pose this gage rule. Republicans are 
breaking their promise of open rules, 
and they are abandoning American 
children. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just point out 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY] that back in 1987, he 
and the other Democrat members of 
this Committee on Rules voted unani
mously to allow only one Republican 
substitute, nothing else. That was a 
gag rule; this is not. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to my 
good friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I do not relish being put in 
the position of opposing the rule on 
welfare reform, but, in conscience and 
sincere disagreement with leadership, I 
must. 

First, Mr. Speaker, let me note that 
I am grateful that my amendment to 
reform the so-called family cap by per
mitting welfare moms to get vouchers 
in lieu of cash to better provide for the 
necessities for their babies was made in 
order. So I say, "Thank you for that." 
But I am deeply concerned that in an 
otherwise laudable drive to reduce ille
gitimacy and dependency we are poised 
to enact legislation that is likely to re
ward States that increase the number 
of abortions performed in that State 
while also making children more im
poverished. 

Both of these scenarios are unaccept
able and are largely preventable. 

To mitigate these two possibilities, 
Mr. Speaker, four amendments were 
crafted. Only two were made in order-

well, perhaps two and a half. It is my 
hope that a new rule would give us the 
opportunity to consider all four amend
ments, including the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. BUNN] and the Stark-Volkmer 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, this so-called illegit
imacy ratio provision in the bill is well 
meaning, but it is fatally flawed, and 
the Stark-Volkmer amendment would 
strike it. The illegitimacy ratio was 
not part of the Contract With America 
in its original form. The ratio might 
well have provided incentives to States 
to decrease their abortion rates to 
qualify for the monetary bonus stipu
lated in the bill. But the version con
tained in the bill today is likely to re
ward States that increase the number 
of abortions from the benchmark year, 
the year of enactment. 

Mr. Speaker, the flaw is contained in 
the formula itself, again, which started 
out OK but was rewritten when objec
tions were raised by certain 
proabortion Members. The formula is 
designed to curb illegitimacy; no prob
lem there. But the means to that end 
uses the wrong numerator to calculate 
what is progress. 

The original language, which I sup
port, said: "Add the number of out-of
wedlock births and abortions. Then di
vide the number by the total of births 
in that State. States that lowered the 
ratio by 1 percent would get a 5-percent 
extra block grant. Lower the ratio by 2 
percent, and the State gets 10 percent 
extra.'' 

This is no perfect formula, but the 
ratio that would have promoted a de
cline of both abortion rates and illegit
imacy. 

The new formula, however, steers a 
far different course. The new formula 
says: "Add the number of out-of-wed
lock births to the number of additional 
abortions performed over those per
formed in the year the bill was en
acted, and divide by the total births in 
that State. As some births in the State 
are legitimized by adoption or mar
riage, the numerator, as it relates toil
legitimacy, will automatically de
crease, leaving ample room for cor
responding increases in abortion 
rates." In other words, that State can 
then achieve a, quote, good mark and 
get a big reward from Uncle Sam, even 
though the abortion rates have sky
rocketed in that State. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a "no" vote on 
this rule, however unintended the con
sequences of the ratio will be to reward 
States that push abortions for welfare 
moms, and pay for them under their 
Medicaid provisions, and then declare 
victory by showing a good score on a 
flawed scorecard. 

ILLEGITIMACY RATIO TEST WOULD REWARD 
STATES EVEN IF ABORTIONS INCREASE 

(By David N. O'Steen, Ph.D.) 
An "illegitimacy ratio bonus" plan for 

states was added to welfare reform legisla-

tion (H.R. 1214-known as the Personal Re
sponsibility Act) by the full House Ways and 
Means Committee. The plan would reward 
states financially for reducing their "illegit
imacy ratio" even in circumstances where 
abortion increased. For this reason, NRLC is 
opposing the "illegitimacy ratio bonus" plan 
as passed by the House Ways and Means 
Committee and supports the Stark-Volkmer 
Amendment to remove the bonus provision. 

THE "ILLEGITIMACY RATIO BONUS" PLAN 

The blll provides that federal welfare funds 
received by a state be increased by 5% in any 
year in which the states "lllegitimacy ratio" 
(as defined below) is one percentage point 
lower than in the year prior to enactment of 
the legislation. The state's federal grant 
would be increased 10% if the ratio was two 
percentage points lower than the year prior 
to enactment. 

The "illegitimacy ratio" in the year prior 
to enactment is defined as the percentage ob
tained by dividing the number of out-of-wed
lock births by the total number of births. In 
subsequent years it is defined as the percent
age obtained by dividing the number of out
of-wedlock births plus any increase in abor
tion by the total number of births. 

INCENTIVES FOR STATE ACTION 

The "111egitimacy ratio bonus" plan is in
tended to be an incentive for a state to adopt 
programs to discourage out-of-wedlock child
bearing. Such a campaign could consist of 
many components including the denial of 
state aid to such children, similar to the 
"teen mother's child exclusion" provision of 
the bill. 

Whatever programs the state implements, 
however, there are five possible changes in 
behavior people could utilize to attempt to 
avoid an out-of-wedlock birth. They could: 
(1) Use contraception, (2) abstain from sexual 
relations, (3) marry before the birth of the 
child, (4) place the child for adoption (for 
purposes of the bill's ratio test both mar
riage and placing the child for adoption is 
considered to "legitimize" the child), or (5) 
abort the child. 

Under a comprehensive out-of-wedlock 
"anti-childbearing" campaign, it can be ex
pected that a combination of all five of the 
above changes in behavior would occur. 

It is the fifth-aborting children conceived 
out of wedlock-that NRLC must oppose. Un
fortunately, as explained below, the ratio 
test passed by the House Ways and Means 
Committee allows abortions to increase sig
nificantly and the state to still reap the fi
nancial reward of increased federal funds. 

HOW THE RATIO TEST ALLOWS INCREASED 
ABORTIONS 

For purposes of the "illegitimacy ratio" 
test, changes in behavior in the second or 
subsequent years are treated mathemati
cally in the following manner. Those who 
avoid pregnancy (and thus an out-of-wedlock 
birth) through either contraception or ab
stention are treated the same: those missing 
births disappear from both the numerator 
and the denominator of the new ratio. Those 
who "legitimize" the child either through 
marriage or adoption are also treated the 
same: those births disappear from the nu
merator but remain in the denominator. 

Changes in behavior that result in in
creased abortions rather than out-of-wedlock 
births do not actually affect the numerator 
since these abortions would reduce the num
ber of births in the numerator but would also 
be added back in. However, they do reduce 
the births in the denominator. While this 
means that an abortion in lieu of an out-of
wedlock birth does actually hurt the state's 
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ratio, this is not sufficient to prevent the 
state from receiving the bonus while experi
encing a substantial increase in abortions, 
because the effect of the increase in abor
tions on the ratio can easily be more than 
offset by the other changes in behavior. 

The following examples show how a state 
can receive the bonus while increasing abor
tion: 

Example 1: Suppose in the initial year a 
hypothetical state has 100,000 births, 30,000 of 
them out-of-wedlock for an "illegitimacy 
ratio" of .30. Then suppose the state imple
ments a rigorous anti out-of-wedlock child 
bearing program that results in a 10 percent 
(Le. 3,000) reduction in out-of-wedlock births. 
(This is not an unreasonable assumption 
since the New Jersey "family cap" has re
portedly resulted in a 13 percent decrease in 
births among AFDC recipients.) Further, 
suppose this reduction of 3,000 out-of-wed
lock births was the result of 900 who success
fully used contraception or abstained, 900 
more married or placed the baby for adop
tion and 1,200 who had abortions. 

Then, assuming other births and abortions 
remained constant, the state's new "illegit
imacy ratio" would be 28,200 (27,000 out-of
wedlock births plus 1,200 abortions) divided 
by 97,900 reflecting the 900 non-conceptions 
and 1,200 abortions) which equals .288. 

Thus, the state would qualify for the 5 per
cent federal bonus even though abortions ac
counted for 40 percent of the reduction in 
out-of-wedlock births. 

Example 2: In the above example, again as
sume a 10 percent change in behavior, but 
suppose the reduction of 3,000 out-of-wedlock 
births is the result of 1,200 who successfully 
used contraception or abstained, 1,300 who 
married or placed for adoption and 500 who 
had abortions. In this case the new "illegit
imacy ratio" would equal 27,500 (27,000 out
of-wedlock births plus 500 abortions) divided 
by 98,300 (reflecting the 1,200 non-conceptions 
and 500 abortions) which equals .2798 or less 
than .28. 

In this case, the state would qualify for the 
10 percent bonus in the federal funds, even 
though abortions accounted for one-sixth of 
the reduction in out-of-wedlock births. 

Example 3: As a generalization of Example 
1, it can be shown that if out-of-wedlock 
births initially account for 30 percent of all 
births and there is a 10 percent reduction in 
out-of-wedlock births in the second year, 
with other births and abortions remaining 
constant, and the reduction is due to equal 
numbers of non-conceptions and "legiti
mized" babies due to marriage or adoption, 
then the increase in abortions can be as 
much as 1.3 percent of all births and the 
state will still get the federal "bonus." In 
this case, abortions could equal up to 43% of 
the reduction in out-of-wedlock births! 

Example 4: In Example 3, the number of 
out-of-wedlock births that were avoided 
through marriage or adoption exceeded those 
that were avoided by reducing conceptions. 
For an example where a greater number of 
out-of-wedlock births are avoided by reduc
ing conceptions, assume again that in the 
initial year there were 100,000 births with 
3,000 of them out-of-wedlock for an "illegit
imacy ratio" of .3. 

In the second year, suppose there are 5,000 
fewer out of wedlock births due to 2,000 non
conceptions, 1,000 adoptions or marriages 
and 2,000 abortions, and that other factors 
remain constant. The new "illegitimacy" 
ratio would be 27,000 divided by 96,000 or 
about .28. The state would again get the fi
nancial bonus despite the increase in abor
tions. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I just want to inform 
the gentleman that I proposed the so
called illegitimacy ratio at the Com
mittee on Rules last night, and the ma
jority party voted it down. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Well, I 
would hope then, if this rule goes down, 
that it would be made in order in an 
amendment to strike it or, perhaps, to 
fix it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], the former 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to pay personal tribute to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
because I do not think he would 
produce this kind of rule if he were not 
under the pressure from the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] to 
jam all this thing through the House 
by some make-believe date that we are 
all operating under. 

0 1330 

This is the type of a program that 
should take 6 months of consideration 
in the committee and on the floor. I 
wish I could have gotten this bill 
amended to take out the 10 reasons 
that I think this bill is cruel, cruel to 
children. This bill punishes the child 
because the mother who gave birth to 
the child was under 18 years of age. It 
punishes that child not just while the 
mother is under 18 years of age but it 
punishes that child for life. It will af
fect each year 70,000 children. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OXLEY). The time of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has ex
pired. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
nine other reasons, and I will take 
them up later. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re
serve the balance of our time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to ask the chairman of the committee 
about certain commitments that the 
Cardinal thought were made to him as 
they relate to this bill, but obviously 
those commitments were not made and 
we do not have time for a dialog. But 
one of the reasons why I want to en
courage the House to vote against this 
rule is because while the chairman of 
the committee would indicate that 
these were Democratic and Republican 
rules, when I take a look at it, the 
Democratic rules that would guarantee 
foster care and adoption, that -would 
guarantee jobs, that would guarantee 
child care, that would guarantee that 
the child not be punished because of an 

irresponsible mother who could not 
identify the father, and an amendment 
that would guarantee vaccination and 
national nutrition, I would say that 
these were good amendments that the 
Democrats had, amendments that no 
one passed on. But then I look at the 
amendments that were made in order, 
and one of them says that a deadbeat 
dad who died is still liable for the 
money. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. RANGEL] has expired. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
some other amendments here that I 
would like to discuss on the floor later. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the former 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, here we go 
again. Once more we have a major 
piece of legislation before us and the 
Republican majority has structured a 
rule to get around all kinds of serious 
Budget Act violations. This proposal is 
too serious, its budgetary implications 
too important, and its long-term con
sequences too critical to be treated so 
cavalierly. 

Mr. Speaker, if this bill were taken 
up under normal procedures, the Rules 
Committee would have to either waive 
all the Budget Act points of order or 
allow them to be raised on the floor. 
Under the unusual procedure being 
used for this bill, the Rules Committee 
was able to avoid the Budget Act with
out granting any explicit waivers. 

The Budget Act rules serve an impor
tant purpose. We should not be evading 
those rules on such an important piece 
of legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason we have a Budget 
Act is to help us think through legislation be
fore we pass it. Yet, this is the sixth time this 
year we have been asked by the new majority 
to ignore that act. 

The version of the welfare bill made in order 
by this rule contains several violations of the 
Congressional Budget Act. 

Among other things, H.R. 1214 makes a di
rect appropriation for the new Food Stamp 
Program in fiscal year 1996. This appropria
tion breaches the Agriculture Committee's 
spending allocation and thereby violates sec
tion 302(f) of the Budget Act. 

In addition, the bill provides both budget au
thority and entitlement authority effective in fis
cal year 1996. As a result, it violates section 
303(a) of the Budget Act, which prohibits con
sideration of bills providing new spending in 
years for which a budget resolution has not 
yet been adopted. 

Further, the bill sets up a new lending pro
gram-the so-called rainy days fund. This new 
program violates section 402(a) of the Budget 
Act, which prohibits creation of new Federal 
lending programs that are not controlled 
through the appropriations process. 

These and other problems with this bill are 
symptoms of the haste in which it was assem
bled and considered. Issues as important as 
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welfare reform deserve far greater care and 
deliberation. 

If this bill were taken up under normal pro
cedures, the Rules Committee would have to 
either waive all the Budget Act points of order 
or allow them to be raised on the floor. Under 
the unusual procedures being used for this 
bill, the Rules Committee was able to avoid 
the Budget Act without granting any explicit 
waivers. 

The Budget Act's rules serve an important 
purpose. We should not be evading these 
rules on such an important piece of legislation. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT]. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand probably why the Rules Commit
tee did what it did, because it is obvi
ous the Republican bill on welfare re
form surely does not have the votes, 
and we are going to continue with per
fecting amendments until they come to 
a level where they do have the votes. I 
think that says something about the 

·legislation already because the Repub
licans are not excited about their wel
fare reform measure, and I do not 
blame them. 

A number of us, including me, put 
this Deal substitute together. It is a 
good one, and it makes a lot of sense. 
It is called the Individual Responsibil
ity Act of 1995. It replaces the failed 
welfare system. It ends welfare as we 
know it. It requires people to work for 
benefits. It offers a hand up, not a 
handout. It imposes a time limit on 
benefits. It makes sure that welfare is 
a safety net and not quicksand. It en
sures welfare, but it is not a way of 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to pass the 
Deal substitute. It works. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
only the Members of this Congress but 
the children of America who are being 
gagged today-the voices of children, 
the children who need a healthy start, 
the children who should have smiling 
faces instead of empty stomachs, the 
children whose voices I heard 2 weeks 
ago in Austin, TX, the children who 
say, "Cut waste, don't cut kids. Put 
people to work. Don't pull lunch trays 
out of the hands of school children," as 
this legislation would do. 

This ought to be a time for this body 
to come together to deal with a prob
lem that has been neglected for too 
long. But extremists dominate this de
bate. Indeed, to call it a debate is to 
pick a name that has no appropriate
ness to what is happening here, because 
the ideas of all this body are being ex
cluded from the course of this debate. 
With extremists in control, we do not 
have any genuine debate. 

This bill, like others i'l the contract, 
cannot withstand debate. It is so ex
treme, it is so mean-spirited that they 
cannot afford to have a real debate 

with bipartisan solutions to these prob
lems. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the voices of the 
children that are being gagged today, 
and America is the loser. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a very distinguished Mem
ber of the body, the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. BUNN]. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, it 
is with reluctance that I need to stand 
and rise and encourage opposition to 
this rule. I want to focus on one fairly 
narrow part of the rule, and that is 
this: 

The Rules Committee had a choice 
between the Talent amendment and 
the Bunn amendment. They chose the 
Talent amendment, and I want to talk 
about the differences between those 
two, because there are only two dif
ferences. The Bunn amendment re
quires that in order to receive support, 
one must stay in school. Now, when we 
want to reduce dependence upon public 
assistance and we want to help people 
get off welfare, they need to stay in 
school, and we need to provide the 
tools so they can get off welfare. Why 
this bill denies that requirement, I do 
not know. It makes no sense to me, be
cause we need to require girls to stay 
in school and we need to help them to 
stay in school with day care and other 
things. -

The second provision is one that 
equally perplexes me, and that is that 
with the Talent amendment we take 
away any incentive for a girl to stay in 
her home. 

As a Republican, I am proud of our 
party and I am proud of the things we 
stand for, but I am embarrassed today 
to stand here and admit that our party 
that talks about family values is say
ing, "We don't value keeping the fam
ily together," because, in fact, there is 
no incentive under Talent to say, 
"Stay in the home. Stay with your 
family.'' 

The Bunn amendment says that if a 
girl will stay in school and stay with 
her family, we will provide the adult 
supervision, whether it is a foster par
ent or the parents, the ability to meet 
her needs with cash assistance for day 
care and other things, but we have 
taken that all away with Talent. We do 
not even have the opportunity to vote 
on that on the floor, and because of 
that, Mr. Speaker, I must oppose the 
rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this rule. 

As a mother who was forced to go on 
welfare 27 years ago because my family 
never received, not once, the child sup
port we were owed, I am outraged by 
this rule. I am outraged because it pro
hibits debate on what HENRY HYDE, 
STEVE LARGENT' myself, and over 80 
other Democrats and Republicans 

know is the most effective way to col
lect over $5 billion of the child support 
that goes uncollected each year, fed
eralization of our pathetic State-by
State child support system. 

The Federal Government spends $1 
billion a year on a State-based child 
support system that has shameful col
lection rates, with some States having 
rates as low as 9 percent. Even more 
alarming is the fact that $9 of every $10 
owed in interstate child support is not 
collected. 

By putting the IRS in charge of col
lecting support, the Hyde-Woolsey 
amendment would move 300,000 moth
ers and over half a million children off 
the welfare rolls immediately. 

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to vote against this rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. WOOL
SEY] that if I had known she was going 
to oppose the rule, we would not have 
made her amendments in order. It is 
generally understood that we would 
like to have a return give-and-take. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] will yield, let me say that you did 
not put our amendment in order. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am looking at it 
right now. It relocates the authority of 
the clearinghouse and hotline for miss
ing and runaway children back to the 
agency where the credit exists. I think 
that is your amendment, is it not? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. No, I would say to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] that I am talking about the 
Hyde-Woolsey amendment to collect 
and federalize child support. 

Mr. SOLOMON. That is not the gen
tlewoman's amendment, the one I just 
read? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Yes, but that is not 
the same amendment. That is an en
tirely different thing. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentlewoman that there 
were 161 amendments filed. Let me 
read Mr. GEPHARDT's statement now. 
Just a minute. I would ask the gentle
woman to not interrupt. We followed 
the rules of the House. 

Mr. GEPHARDT appeared before the 
Rules Committee, and he said: 

I do not want any amendments made in 
order, Democrat or Republican, other than 2 
Democrat substitutes under the name of 
Deal and under the name of Mink. 

We did not abide by what he re
quested. We made a number of amend
ments in order. We took one of yours, 
and the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
[Mrs. ROUKEMA] had five or six amend
ments, and we took one of hers. We 
tried to distribute them out of fairness. 

I just call that to the gentlewoman's 
attention because in time she will have 
to come back to the Rules· Committee, 
and we do like to give credit when 
Members are supportive. And the next 
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time I would like to ask the gentle
woman to tell me she is going to vote 
against the rule even though we make 
her amendment in order. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
yield to my friend, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, although we are run
ning out of time and he has plenty of 
time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Actually, since it 
was the Hyde-Woolsey amendment, I 
would ask the gentleman, why did he 
not make Hyde in order? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Because there were 
75 other Republican amendments we 
could not make in order either. We 
have a timeframe of 21/2 days, and we 
made 31 amendments in order. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. 1.V.LI'. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. May I continue? Ac
tually, you said you would not have al
lowed her amendment if you knew she 
was going to vote against the rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman has reserved the balance of his 
time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman is out of order. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought the gentleman was yielding to 
me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman reserves the balance of his 
time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the rule. 

Last week I took two amendments to 
the Rules Committee which would 
guarantee that any net reduction in 
outlays resulting from this act would 
be used for deficit reduction, not spent 
for tax cuts. I felt fairly cynical and re
dundant then as I did so, because my 
understanding of the base bill, H.R. 
1214, was that deficit reduction would 
be the highest priority when it came to 
net savings. But I had a gnawing sus
picion that an effort would be made to 
remove this fiscally responsible provi
sion. Indeed, we now see that Chairman 
ARCHER will be offering a routine tech
nical amendment which does precisely 
what I feared, striking section 801(a) of 
the base bill. 

This, coming on top of the admission 
last week the Republicans had no in
tention to maintain the lock box in the 
rescission bill that passed by a vote of 
over 400 to 15, is nothing but out
rageous. It now appears the will of the 
overwhelming majority of the House 
counts for nothing when it comes to 
savings being dedicated to deficit re
duction. In fact, today we do not even 
have an opportunity to vote the will of 

the House regarding how the deficit 
savings should go, for cuts or for defi
cit reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
the rule allowing for the consideration of H.R. 
1214, the Personal Responsibility Act. I do so 
for numerous reasons, including the rejection 
of my amendments ensuring deficit reduction, 
the rejection of two pro-life amendments, and 
the inclusion of a highly confusing procedure 
which, rather than laying out a predictable 
order for consideration of amendments, seems 
to permit Chairman ARCHER to move at any 
time to bring up the Deal substitute. 

Mr. Speaker, last week I took two amend
ments to the Rules Committee which would 
guarantee that any net reductions in outlays 
resulting from this act would be used for deficit 
reduction, not spent for tax cuts or other in
creased spending. I felt fairly cynical and re
dundant as I did so because my understand
ing of the base bill, H.R. 1214, was that deficit 
reduction would be the highest priority when it 
came to net savings. But I had a gnawing sus
picion that an effort would be made to remove 
this fiscally responsible provision. Indeed, we 
now see that Chairman ARCHER will be offer
ing a "routine technical amendment" which 
does precisely what I feared, striking section 
801 (a) of the base bill. This, coming on top of 
the admission last week that Republicans had 
no intention to maintain the lock box in the re
scissions bill, even though it had passed 40~ 
15 is nothing less than outrageous. It now ap
pears the will of the overwhelming majority of 
the House count for nothing when it comes to 
savings being dedicated to deficit reduction. In 
fact today we cannot even vote on it. I urge 
opposition to the rule. 

Second, as a pro-life Member, I have noted 
that the National Right to Life Committee 
stands in opposition to this rule which pre
vents any consideration of either the Bunn 
amendment or the Stark-Volkmer amendment. 
Like the committee, I am opposed to having 
our welfare reform efforts lead to a greater 
number of abortions. 

Third, I see no reason for allowing the un
usual order of business by which Chairman 
ARCHER can randomly bring up for consider
ation the Deal substitute, the Mink substitute, 
and then the Republican substitute. I under
stand there is confusion about interpreting the 
language of the rule but to my reading, it cer
tainly seems that Chairman ARCHER could 
have such an option. This closed rule outlines 
the specific amendments made in order and 
sets the boundaries for time consideration. 
There is no reason to set up unpredictability 
when it comes to the three substitutes. 

I am pleased that the rule made in order the 
Deal substitute and I have every intention of 
supporting this amendment. I believe that this 
substitute is far more reasonable in its reform 
of welfare programs, balances compassion 
with fiscal imperatives, does a better job of re
inforcing individual responsibility, and is far 
more honest when it comes to deficit reduc
tion. 

Inclusion of the Deal substitute, however, is 
insufficient to rectify the other shortcomings of 
this rule and I urge its defeat. 

D 1345 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 

[Mr. ARMEY], the very, very distin
guished majority leader of this House, 
to impart some of his wisdom on this 
rule. · 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is a good 
rule. It is a rule that has been worked 
through after an extraordinarily long 
and arduous process covering several 
years, where so many of us have 
worked on welfare reform. There are so 
many things we agree on. 

We all agree that House Republicans, 
many of the House Democrats, cer
tainly the President, who has spoken 
so eloquently on so many occasions, 
agrees with the proposition the current 
welfare system does not work. It is 
harmful, it is hurtful, it destroys the 
lives of young children. It is frighten
ing what is happening in the lives of 
young children, now sometimes all too 
often in their second or third genera
tion, and the President, quite right
fully, even in the campaign of 1992, said 
we must address this issue. 

Clearly we are going to try to do 
something different. If we can begin 
with the certain knowledge that what 
we have been doing in the past does not 
work, can we not take from that 
knowledge the certain courage to try 
something new, something different, 
something better, with a whole dif
ferent set of incentives and a whole set 
of messages to our young people in this 
country? That is what we are doing 
with this bill made in order by this 
rule. 

Then we need to understand that so 
many scholars have demonstrated to us 
that it is illegitimacy and childbirth, 
fatherless children, that is so much at 
the heart of the distress that seems to 
be unending and growing worse and 
larger each year. So we insist we must 
have a new welfare approach that 
brings down illegitimacy, and quite 
rightly so many of us say, yes, bring 
down illegitimacy, but not through in
creased abortions. And we have strug
gled with this issue. We have struggled 
with this rule. 

Now we have illegitimacy language 
and a ratio in the bill that by the per
son who wrote the initial language, Mi
chael Schwartz, is declared to be this, 
and I quote, "This illegitimacy ratio is 
abortion neutral. I strongly support 
the bill in its current form." 

Let me say, ladies and gentlemen, 
rather than to believe that by bringing 
down illegitimacy we must necessarily 
with abortion neutral language encour
age abortion, let us take a greater real
ization that illegitimacy and abortion 
go hand-in-hand because in both in
stances the message is that children, 
that life, is a commodity. And I prom
ise you, I declare that you change that 
mindset, you force a reduction in ille
gitimate births, and there will be an 
ensuing reduction in abortion. Because 
the fact of the matter is, ladies and 
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gentlemen, life is not a commodity. 
Life is precious. Life is precious in the 
womb, and life is precious on the 
streets and the schools and the play
grounds of this country. We must make 
our children safe. We must make our 
children safe. 

I believe this bill will do that. I be
lieve this rule makes it possible for us 
to craft this bill in its final stages in 
such a way as to guarantee the safety 
of our children, both in the womb and 
on . the streets and in the playground 
and in their schools. And, yes, they 
will be well fed as well. 

So disregard the fiction from those 
who would have us do nothing but de
fend and protect the status quo. The 
status quo, ladies and gentlemen, is lit
erally killing our children. We cannot 
tolerate it. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. I would say to the gen
tleman, I am a pro-life Democrat, not a 
pro-birth Democrat, but a pro-life 
Democrat. If this is so family friendly, 
if this is so child friendly, why are the 
Catholic church and pro-life organiza
tions such as Right to Life opposed to 
this rule, where the Committee on 
Rules did not even make in order the 
ability to address many of these con
cerns? 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman asks 
me, I will tell the gentleman, they op
pose the rule because their judgment is 
incorrect on this matter. I regret that. 

Mr. ROEMER. Their judgment is in
correct. 

Mr. ARMEY. There is room al ways 
for anyone to have a mistake in judg
ment, and I just disagree with their 
judgment on this matter. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, none 
of us like the status quo, but all Amer
icans agree in their considered opinion 
that this bill goes too far. This bill is 
too extreme. Americans oppose this 
plan that hurts poor women and chil
dren in order, and this is the most im
portant part, in order to pay for a tax 
cut for the most wealthy. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to vote against the rule and 
hold out for some fairness in the de
bate. Americans know that the best 
way to cut down on dependency is to 
encourage economic self-sufficiency 
and end welfare as we know it is to get 
people into jobs. 

The Republican's legislation does 
nothing to further that goal. It con
centrates all of its attention on puni
tive cuts to programs that provide 
food, shelter, and clothing to poor chil
dren. It does nothing to help the poor 
children's parents to get into the jobs 
that they not only badly need, they 
badly want. 

One fatal flaw is it removes any obli
gation for the State to provide job 
placement and job skill training. In 
fact, if they just get them off welfare, 
that is considered a success. But if 
they are kicked off welfare and into 
the street and into homelessness, we do 
not consider that a success. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge everybody to 
vote against this rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ]. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I sub
mitted three amendments to this bill 
that were all ruled out of order. In my 
effort I was not simply trying to appeal 
to the good nature of the members of 
the Committee on Rules nor to their 
sense of charity. My amendments 
spoke to other values, hard work, pay
ing taxes, playing by the rules. Those 
you understand are not partisan val
ues, or so I thought until I read the Re
publican written rule. 

Two of my amendments would have 
ensured that those legal immigrants 
who pay Federal taxes for at least 5 
years would remain eligible for bene
fits. 

I wanted to raise one issue that gets 
drowned out by the red-hot rhetoric in 
this body and on the radio talk shows, 
that have become the national outlet 
for passing along blame. The fact is, 
Mr. Speaker, legal immigrants pay 
taxes that we all use, and they follow 
the laws of this country that they have 
come to call home. 

This bill is called the Personal Re
sponsibility Act. Many legal immi
grants who work hard, play by the 
rules, already exhibit a level of respon
sibility that this House will do well to 
emulate. We can do so by defeating this 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, during the welfare debate, I 
have heard the Republicans cite as their goal, 
the demolition of the Great Society. 

Well, with this rule, I think they've gone well 
beyond that. 

As I see it, the question now seems: Do the 
Republicans even want America to be a good 
society? 

In my mind, a good society protects the 
most vulnerable. 

A good society does not slash programs for 
those whose well-being has been put in jeop
ardy in so many other ways. 

Now, I have heard it said that the punitive 
measures contained in this bill are not simply 
there for the sake of injuring the poor or the 
weak. 

No-the Republicans tell us that these 
measures are supposed to change behavior. 

Denying benefits to young unwed mothers, 
I am told, is not simply a way to penalize 
them-but to change their behavior. 

Well, if that is the logic of this bill, then what 
am I to make of ~hose provisions that are 
aimed at denying benefits to legal immigrants? 

I have to assume that your goal is to alter 
the behavior of those around the world who 
would otherwise think about coming-legally
to the United States. 

And that's a shame, because I thought that 
a good society opened its doors to others. 

It was out of that concern that I submitted 
three amendments to the Rules Committee for 
consideration. 

In so doing, I was not simply trying to ap
peal to the good nature of the members of the 
Rules Committee, nor to their sense of charity. 
My amendments spoke to other values-hard 
work, paying taxes, playing by the rules. 

Those aren't partisan values. Those are val
ues that we all share. 

Or, so I thought until seeing this Repub
lican-written rule. 

Let me briefly describe my amendments. 
The first would have made any legal alien 

who has paid 5 years of Federal income taxes 
eligible for the services that this bill would oth
erwise deny them-Medicaid, SSI, food 
stamps, Temporary Assistance, and social 
service block grants. 

A second, which I envisioned as an alter
native, would grant the same eligibility to 
those immigrants who paid 5 years of taxes 
during a 10-year period. I thought that this 
amendment was certainly reasonable to all 
parties involved. 

I felt it was important to raise these issues 
because it speaks to facts that get obliterated 
by the red-hot rhetoric raised in this body. 

These facts get drowned out by the talk 
radio shows that have become the national 
outlets for ranting and raving and passing on 
blame to others. 

These two amendments point out that
yes-legal immigrants pay taxes, taxes that 
we all use. 

Just like anyone else in America, they follow 
the rules and laws of the country that they 
now call home. 

The third amendment that I have drafted ad
dresses the considerable expenses that will be 
passed along to the States when these serv
ices are obliterated at the Federal level. 

Under my amendment, the Federal Govern
ment could not exclude legal immigrants from 
eligibility for these services if it is found that 
this leads to a cost of $50 million or more to 
a State. 

Pretty interesting timing, don't you think? 
Today, the unfunded mandates bill is being 
ceremoniously signed into law. 

Tell me-especially my friends on the other 
side of the aisle who pressed so hard for the 
unfunded mandates bill-what happens if, or 
when, we find that the welfare reform bill fits 
your definition of an unfunded mandate? 

I was pleased that, even though these 
amendments did not receive bipartisan sup
port here inside the beltway, at least they did 
outside of Washington. The Republican Gov
ernor of Illinois, Jim Edgar, wrote to the 
Speaker recommending that these amend
ments be ruled in order. 

Isn't it the Republican Party that keeps say
ing they are supposedly on the side of the 
States? 

Then why ignore the wishes of a State like 
Illinois which will be severely burdened by the 
steps that you want us to take today? 

It's not an exaggeration to say that this bill, 
and the rule, that we are debating today 
changes-in my mind-what America rep
resents. 

In the minds of many, America always held 
magic because it not only was a Nation that 
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stood up to other superpowers around the 
world, but that it also stood up for the power
less who came here from around the world. 

After today's action, I don't think you can 
quite say the same thing. 

This bill is called the Personal Responsibility 
Act 

I urge all Members to remember their public 
responsibility and to vote no on this rule. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong opposi
tion to this rule. What has come to this 
country where we now consider poor 
vulnerable children and mothers the 
root cause of the evil that America 
faces? 

We had one fellow come before the 
House Committee on Banking and Fi
nancial Services, Michael Milken, who 
stole $5 billion, a third of the AFDC 
budget, and he gets a wink and a nod. 
Yet welfare mothers are the scourge of 
America, if you listen to the rhetoric 
that takes place on this House floor. 

If people are really concerned about 
the family values of this country, why 
.then does the bill cut $2.7 billion out of 
foster care and adoptive services? If we 
are truly opposed to the number of 
abortions that take place in America, 
why can we not create a policy in 
America that allows families to adopt 
and provide foster care services? 

These are abused children, children 
that have sexual and other issues that 
they have been subjected to that are 
horrendous in America, and the Repub
licans cut $2.7 billion out of the budget 
to serve those vulnerable children. We 
ought to be ashamed. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the rule. More than 150 
amendments were filed timely on this 
rule, but yet there are only 26 Repub
licans and only 5 Democrats that have 
amendments that were allowed. 

I must ask, what is the majority 
afraid of? Why must they deny 
thoughtful proposals that would im
prove this bill? Are they trying to muz
zle discussion? Perhaps they are afraid 
because among the amendments that 
they did not allow are those that would 
have restored nutritional programs for 
those who need it. Among the amend
ments they did not allow are those 
that would have prevented the destruc
tion of School Lunch Programs. Per
haps they are afraid because they know 
that this bill will harm women, infants 
and children, and they do not want the 
American people to know about that. 
Perhaps they are afraid because they 
know that the money they say they are 
saving will be shifted out of those pro
grams and will go to aid the rich 
through tax cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, this is most misguided. 
I urge a vote of no, no confidence in 
this rule, and also no on the bill itself. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought we came to the U.S. Congress 
to represent all of the people of the 
United States of America, but what we 
have come simply to do is pass the 
mother of all bad rules. I do expect and 
appreciate the long hours that the 
Committee on Rules spent on the rules' 
resolution but I cannot imagine that 
they did not accept the many amend
ments that were offered to ensure that 
all of the people of the United States of 
America were in fact covered by wel
fare reform and not covered by welfare 
punishment. 

Mr. Speaker, I tried to offer amend
ments that would ensure child care, 
that would ensure job training, and, 
yes, to ensure that we had jobs. You 
know, it is interesting, it is very inter
esting, that in fact as we begin to 
make alot of noise about working, ev
erybody is talking about the Govern
ment providing those jobs, that can not 
be. There is nothing in the Republican 
bill that talks about job creation. And 
yet I attempted to bring corporate 
America into this debate, because as 
they engage in the discussion about 
welfare reform and about welfare 
mothers and children on lunch pro
grams, I believe corporate America has 
alot to contribute to job creation. But 
yet that particular amendment was not 
accepted. 

My question is, this is not an issue 
for African-Americans, Hispanic-Amer
icans, Asian-Americans, White-Ameri
cans; it is for all Americans. This is 
not a time to bash our mothers and our 
children. This is a time to raise our 
voices, to pass legislation that will be 
welfare reform and not welfare punish
ment. This is welfare punishment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just tell the 
gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACK
SON-LEE] and the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON], who 
spoke before, that they were not here 
in 1987. Believe me, this is not the 
mother of all bad rules. The mother of 
all bad rules was in 1987, the last time 
we debated welfare. That is when the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MOAKLEY], the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER], the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. SABO] all voted for a rule that was 
so closed down it allowed for one Re
publican substitute instead of three 
different alternatives that we are al
lowing today. That rule allowed for one 
Democrat amendment and no Repub
lican amendments, instead of 31 
amendments being allowed today. 

Those are the kinds of gag rules we 
used to have on the floor. Now we are 
opening up the process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my 
very good friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, for 
4 years I sat in this body. In 30 years 
only one Republican motion to recom
mit passed. No Republican king-of-the
hill rule ever passed on this House floor 
under the Democratic rules. I watched 
here on a tax bill where the clock 
stayed open for 45 minutes until you 
twisted arms and passed a bad tax bill 
by one vote. So do not complain about 
rules and closed rules. 

But first of all I would like to speak 
about what is cruel. Let us take a look 
at the children's nutrition program. 
Who are we trying to feed? We are try
ing to feed the kids that their parents 
are in poverty. For my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, I would say it is 
cruel to support the current system. 

You say that you all think well, it 
can be fixed. You had 40 years to fix it. 
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT] will stand up and talk 
about oh, the lady in the red dress and 
the poor children. Well, what is really 
sad and what is discriminatory is the 
children that we are not allowing out 
of the poverty level with their families. 
Let us encourage the deadbeat dads by 
legislation to support those kids; $34 
billion. Let us encourage fathers to 
come live with a welfare mother, that 
we do not take that check away, and 
have one of them work, so that we can 
empower that family to support those 
children so they do not have to qualify 
economically. 

What is really cruel? Look at the 
Federal housing projects that we just 
keep dumping money into. They are 
crime ridden. We have drug addiction. 
We have in the black community two 
out of every three children are illegit
imate. In some of our inner cities, up 
to six or eight of the children are ille
gitimate. 
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That is what is cruel, is to perpet

uate that sadistic system. And what 
you are really upset at is we are killing 
your controlled big bureaucracy. We 
have provided for the nutrition pro
grams and added, but we have cut you 
bureaucracy and you cannot stand it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA]. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
the rule before us today is for what is 
called the Personal Responsibility Act. 
This proposed bill will alter drastically 
the welfare system in our Nation. One 
of the problems of this bill is that it 
does not even mention the 1.2 million 
Native Americans or the 553 federally 
recognized American Indian tribes. 

To remedy the situation, Members 
from both sides of aisle worked to
gether to come up with an amendment 
to allow Indian tribes access to the 
block grant provisions of this bill. Un
fortunately, the Committee on Rules 
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did not accept this and it will never be 
heard on its merits on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to remind my 
colleagues that Indian tribes are not 
subunits of State governments. Their 
relationship is on a government-to-gov
ernment basis with the Federal Gov
ernment. Currently tribes are eligible 
for direct funding under numerous Fed
eral laws to the same extent as the 50 
States. What a travesty, Mr. Speaker, 
that this is happening. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MOAKLEY]. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. Now I would like to--

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OXLEY). The time of the gentleman 
from American Samoa [Mr. 
F ALEOMA VAEGA] has expired. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY]. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
said that we had gagged rules in the 
past. I never said I never gagged rules. 
But he said he was going to, he said he 
was going to come out with a new 
style, open rules. One of the most im
portant pieces of legislation right here 
on the floor, we are gagged. The United 
States of America is gagged. Every stu
dent looking for a warm meal is being 
gagged. This is a gag rule that nobody 
will ever forget. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I say to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK
LEY], what I said was, I would be three 
times as fair as he ever was, and I am 
living up to it. The reason that he does 
not think it is fair is because of his mi
nority leader, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. I suggest the 
gentleman go see him. I will go with 
him, if he likes. · 

Mr. HALL of OHIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BEVILL]. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I have al
ways advocated workfare over welfare. 
Most people I know would rather have 
a paycheck than a welfare check. Un
fortunately, our current welfare sys
tem actually discourages and breeds 
dependency on the government. It fos
ters a cycle of poverty that many fami
lies fail to break away from. 

Clearly, we need a new system that 
requires parents to shoulder the re
sponsibilities of their families. 

We need to break this cycle of wel
fare dependency, but we must do it in 
a way that makes sense. If we require 
welfare parents to work as we should, 
we must provide job training. Many 
people on welfare have no job skills and 
many do not know how to look for a 
job. 

And if we require welfare parents to 
work, as we should, we must provide 

for child care. Someone has to look 
after the children while the parents are 
working. 

If we go to the block grant system 
proposed by the committee's version of 
this bill, Alabama stands to lose $828 
million over 5 years, according to the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I have been trying to get in on this 
debate but Members keep saying, "We 
don't have the time; we don't have the 
time." 

Why do we not have time for chil
dren? Why are we rushing out here and 
doing this to children? So we can get 
the crown jewel of the contract, to 
quote the Speaker. What is that crown 
jewel? It is more tax cuts for the fat 
cats to pay for this. 

I find this absolutely outrageous. I 
was trying to point out to one of the 
prior gentlemen that if you really want 
to be tough on and you really want to 
do child support enforcement, you 
ought to vote for the Democratic bill 
because it is much tougher. I hope the 
amendment to the Republican one does 
pass, where we go after licenses of peo
ple who are in arrears, but one of the 
most important things we can do is 
welfare prevention, which is making 
both parents be responsible. 

There are so many things here we 
should be discussing. To see this go 
roaring through and to see us taking 
things away from young children to 
pay for the crown jewel for those who 
do not need anymore jewels, thank you 
very much, is outrageous. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I asked for 
two amendments and they were turned 
down. By the way, I do not think it is 
very appealing to come here and say 
you have to bargain with the Commit
tee on Rules to get an amendment, you 
have to say you are going to vote for 
the rule to get an amendment. I 
thought we were acting here on a mat
ter of urgency and a matter of prin
ciple. 

Let me just make two points. You 
turned down two amendments. One was 
close to the Bunn amendment. I do not 
know why you keep on turning your 
back on this issue. If you punish moth
ers, you are going to affect their kids 
and also you, I think, arguably could 
increase the chances of abortion. You 
turned it down. We have been trying 
for weeks to get this amendment ac
cepted. 

Second, you turned down an amend
ment on SSI for kids. 

I just want to emphasize what is in
volved. You are cutting $14.8 billion 

and restoring only $3.8 billion in the 
block grant. You talk piously; you act 
punitively. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have one remaining speaker. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Atlanta, GA [Mr. 
LINDER], a member of the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I find this 
debate fascinating on the rule, because 
for all of the honing and carping which 
has been raised to an art form on this 
side about the inability to perfect our 
bill, no one cares about the inability to 
perfect the Deal substitute or the Mink 
substitute, two substitutes which are 
miles apart in philosophy and intent 
and direction. You do not care to per
fect those bills. You only want to per
fect this bill? 

The fact of the matter is, you would 
like to have 150 amendments made in 
order on the majority's bill. You do not 
really care to amend those, and we 
gave you gagged, closed rules on those 
two substitutes at your request. 

My colleagues, there are some vic
tims in . this debate, but it is not chil
dren and it is not school lunches. The 
victims in this debate are candor and 
honest public discourse. The big-lie 
theory has just taken over the debate 
on this bill, and we have so much more 
to do after this. We have to direct 
America's attention to a crushing na
tional debt, an economic crisis in a 
dozen years of humongous proportions. 
If we cannot begin to discuss these 
things with some degree of candor and 
some degree of honesty and public dis
course, all of America, including the 
children, will suffer. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in opposition to this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
this rule. 

This rule will not allow my two amendments 
in order. 

My two amendments are aimed at ensuring 
that the changes proposed by this bill for the 
school meals program will not result in re
duced quality of school meals. States have 
enormous pressure to squeeze funding from 
programs, especially education programs. My 
amendments limit the discretion to squeeze 
school meals programs too much. 

The first amendment requires that school
based nutrition block grant funds are actually 
used for school based meals, not other pur
poses. The bill allows States to transfer up to 
20 percent of the school nutrition funds to 
other block grant purposes-for example, a 
State could spend 20 percent of the school 
lunch funds on its food stamps program. 

I am convinced it is unwise to give States 
this discretion. When faced with difficult budg
et choices or a fiscal emergency, State legisla
tures would quickly seize upon the available 
20 percent. 



March 22, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8717 
It is important to remember that children are 

not able to protect their own interests in the 
legislative process, while others have strong 
advocates. Furthermore, there are good rea
sons why the school lunch program was 
brought to the Federal level in the first place-
when States did have complete control over 
school meals, many defaulted on their obliga
tion to children. 

While there are reasonable arguments that 
States should have the ability to decide how 
best to spend funds, this is a very difficult 
point the full House should decide. 

The second amendment I offered simply en
sures that school meals comply with minimum 
nutritional standards. Why give States the dis
cretion to serve school lunches that do not 
meet basic nutritional standards? With mini
mum nutrition standards, States are free to 
develop their own standards for more healthful 
meals. 

The bill calls for a National Academy of 
Sciences study to recommend minimum nutri
tional standards, but does not require States 
to meet those standards. My amendment re
quires States to meet the current nutritional 
standards set by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
or the standards of the required National 
Academy of Sciences study. Currently, the 
standards set by the Secretary are that meals 
must meet one-third of the daily requirement 
of certain nutrients. 

Reducing the nutritional standards is an 
easy way for States to reduce the cost of 
school meals. Guaranteeing a minimum level 
of nutrition is a statement by Congress that 
the health of children is a national concern. 
Furthermore, our other investments in edu
cation are ineffective if children do not have 
adequate nutrition. Promoting the health of 
school children is wise all around. 

Even if one believes States can operate this 
program more efficiently, we can provide the 
guarantee that, at the least, school meals will 
be healthful. 

Of course whether or not funds for this im
portant program should go to States with cer
tain minimum conditions is a question on 
which reasonable people can disagree, and it 
is important enough to be decided by the full 
House. I believe these amendments should be 
considered and decided by the full House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to our 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, in the 
coming hours and days, the Members of 
this body face a clear and crucial 
choice. We can vote for a Republican 
welfare proposal that will throw mil
lions of innocent children out on the 
street without doing anything to move 
people from welfare to work, or we can 
choose one of the two outstanding 
Democratic proposals, both of which 
would help millions of struggling 
Americans to break the cycle of de
pendency and despair. 

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about 
welfare reform, we should be talking 
about one thing and one thing only: 
work, how to encourage it, how to re
ward it, how to ensure that every able-

bodied American can lift themselves 
out of poverty and into work. 

That is why Democrats are fighting 
for a welfare plan that gives States all 
the flexibility they need and deserve 
but sets one broad goal and require
ment: they have got to move people 
from welfare to work. If they want to 
spend Federal tax dollars, they have 
got to off er the training programs and 
the job opportunities that make wel
fare a road to work and not a dead end. 

The plan the Republicans are passing 
off as welfare reform does not even 
come close to that. In essence, they 
want to just throw money at the 
States, cross their fingers and hope the 
problem goes away, as if it were that 
simple. 

At the same time they want to pil
lage welfare programs to pay for tax 
cuts for the privileged few. They want 
to fund their tax giveaways by slashing 
school lunches for children who would 
literally go hungry without them and 
cutting food and nutrition programs 
for pregnant women and babies that 
save more than three times what the 
programs cost. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, we have 
to wonder whether the Republicans 
really want to reform welfare at all. 
We have to wonder whether they really 
care about the child whose life could be 
devastated, about the single mother 
who could lose every dime of help and 
support but never get a chance at a 
real job to support herself. 

Of course, it is time to insist on work 
and responsibility. Of course, it is time 
to end a status quo that perpetuates 
poverty and destroys our most cher
ished values. But how can people lift 
themselves up by their boot straps, if 
the Republicans are busy taking away 
their boots? 

Are the Republicans even interested 
in promoting work? Or are they look
ing for just another way to pay for 
trickle-down tax giveaways for the 
privileged few? 

The Republicans do not seem to un
derstand that Americans just do not 
want a smaller welfare system, they 
want a system that works. They want 
real results for their hard-earned tax 
dollars. 

When you are trying to move people 
from welfare to work, there is only one 
result that matters: a job. And that is 
why Democrats have developed a whol
ly different approach to reform. In fact, 
the two Democratic alternatives are 
the only proposals that even do justice 
to the words "welfare reform." They 
are tough on work, because they insist 
that the States move people from wel
fare to work and give people the help 
they need in finding and preparing for 
jobs. And they are good to kids because 
they recognize that our children are 
our most precious resource, not a par
tisan punching bag. 

There is a bigger principle at stake in 
this debate. Rather than rewarding the 

richest Americans for doing nothing, 
we should fight to promote work to re
ward it and to make sure that it pays 
more than welfare. The Republicans 
are not even engaging in this debate, 
and it is a bitter irony that this mean
spirited, shortsighted proposal would 
only make a flawed welfare system 
even worse. 
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Do we believe in a Nation of dignity 

and decency? Do we believe in protect
ing our children from arbitrary punish
ment and unnecessary deprivation? Do 
we believe in putting people to work 
and not simply pushing these pro bl ems 
back to the State level? 

If we are truly committed to these 
goals, we have no choice but to support 
the Democratic alternatives to this 
flawed Republican proposal. Now is the 
time to turn back a Republican pro
posal that is weak on work and tough 
on kids. Now is the time to really re
form welfare and put the American 
people back to work. 

This is a crucial decision of this 
body, and I urge Members to vote for 
one of the Democratic alternatives, to 
refuse the Republican alternative, to 
be tough on work, and not tough on 
kids. This is our moment to make that 
great statement. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of our time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not criticize the 
minority party and question their mo
tives, because they are all good Ameri
cans. However, the question before us 
today is whether we are going to con
tinue the status quo or not, and how we 
go about it. 

I have been here for a long time, and 
I have watched this Congress try to 
micromanage the lives of the American 
people from here inside the beltway. 
Mr. Speaker, it has not worked. We 
have a failed welfare system that we 
are operating under now. Let us try 
something else. Let us change that sta
tus quo. We can do it with the legisla
tion we have before us. 

There was a great American once 
that lived up the road here on Penn
sylvania Avenue. His name was Ronald 
Reagan. He taught me a lesson when I 
first came here. Nobody was more fo
cused and more visionary than Ronald 
Reagan. Yet he learned the one impor
tant thing, how to compromise. That is 
what we are doing here today. We have 
tried to, in this rule, we have tried to 
recognize that there are Republicans 
and Democrats, that there are liberals 
and conservatives. 

We have tried to recognize that. 
My good friend, the gentleman from 

Ohio [Mr. HALL] had two amendments 
dealing with school 1 unches and with 
WIC. I said to the gentleman from Ohio 
"Why did you not offer that as a sub
stitute? That is what your Democrat 
leader would have asked for." We 
would have made it in order and con
sidered it. We would have been as fair 
as we possibly can. 
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There are some things that I do not 

like about this rule. I spoke with Car
dinal O'Connor about them. There was 
another amendment very important to 
people that share a belief, as I do, and 
as the gentleman from Ohio does, and 
others do, but we could not make them 
all in order. We managed to get three 
out of the four. The one other, you can 
deal with it, or we could, in a motion 
to recommit. 

This is a fair rule. It treats every
body fair. Please vote for this rule. It is 
hard for me to say that, because I did 
not get everything I wanted, but I am 
going to vote for the rule. It is the 
right thing. It is fair. It is fair to every 
Member of this body. Please vote for it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
OXLEY). All time has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques
tion is ordered on the resolution. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 217, nays 
211, not voting 7, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Bltley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 

[Roll No. 255) 
YEAS-217 

Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frtsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings <WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Inglis 
lstook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 

Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumai:m 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barela 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Canady 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Col11ns (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
DeFazlo 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dlcks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petrl 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 

NAYS-211 

Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutterrez 
Hall {OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamllton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Klng 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 

Smlth(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC> 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tlahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whlte 
Whltfleld 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
Zlmmer 

McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mlller (CA) 
Mlneta 
Mlnk 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortlz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smlth (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 

Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torrlcelll 
Towns 
Traficant 

Browder 
Edwards 
Meek 

Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 

NOT VOTING-7 
Mlnge 
Nadler 
Seastrand 
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Wllliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

Torres 

Mr. TRAFICANT changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. KIM and Mr. LIVINGSTON 
changed their vote from " nay" to 
' 'yea.'' 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, I 

would just like to have the RECORD 
show that I was unavoidably detained 
on the last vote, the adoption of House 
Resolution 119. If I had been here, I 
would have voted "yea." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid

ably delayed in returning from the White 
House and missed the vote on the rule. Had 
I been present, I would have voted "nay." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I was un

avoidably delayed today on official 
business for rollcall vote No. 255, agree
ing to House Resolution 119, providing 
for further consideration of R.R. 4, the 
Personal Responsibility Act. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted "nay." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid

ably absent on official business on Wednes
day, March 22, 1995, for rollcall vote No. 255. 
Had I been present on the House floor I would 
have cast my vote as follows: "nay" on agree
ing to the resolution, House Resolution 119, 
for further consideration of H.R. 4, the Per
sonal Responsibility Act. · 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 
OF 1995 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
OXLEY). Pursuant to House Resolution 
119 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Cammi ttee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the 
bill, R.R. 4. 

0 1437 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
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House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4) to restore the American family, re
duce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending and reduce welfare depend
ence, with Mr. LINDER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, 
March 21, 1995, all time for general de
bate pursuant to House Resolution 117 
had expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 119, no 
further general debate is in order. 

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of H.R. 1214 is adopted and 
the bill, as amended, is considered as 
an original bill for the purpose of fur
ther amendment and is considered as 
having been read. 

The text of H.R. 4, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1214 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Personal Re
sponsibility Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
TITLE I-BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEM

PORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY 
FAMILIES 

Sec. 101. Block grants to States. 
Sec. 102. Report on data processing. 
Sec. 103. Transfers. 
Sec. 104. Conforming amendments to the So

cial Security Act. 
Sec. 105. Conforming amendments to other 

laws. 
Sec. 106. Continued application of current 

standards under medicaid pro
gram. 

Sec. 107. Effective date. 
TITLE II-CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK 

GRANT PROGRAM 
Sec. 201. Establishment of program. 
Sec. 202. Conforming amendments. 
Sec. 203. Continued application of current 

standards under medicaid pro
gram. 

Sec. 204. Effective date. 
TITLE III-BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD 

CARE AND FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 
Subtitle A-Child Care Block Grants 

Sec. 301. Amendments to the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act 
of 1990. 

Sec. 302. Repeal of child care assistance au
thorized by Acts other than the 
Social Security Act. 

Subtitle B-Family and School-Based 
Nutrition Block Grants 

CHAPTER 1-FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT 
PROGRAM 

Sec. 321. Amendment to Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966. 

CHAPTER 2-SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM 

Sec. 341. Amendment to National School 
Lunch Act. 

CHAPTER 3---MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 361. Repealers. 

Subtitle C-Other Repealers and Conforming 
Amendments 

Sec. 371. Amendments to laws relating to 
child protection block grant. 

Subtitle D-Related Provisions 
Sec. 381. Requirement that data relating to 

the incidence of poverty in the 
United States be published at 
least every 2 years. 

Sec. 382. Data on program participation and 
outcomes. 

Subtitle E-General Effective Date; Preser
vation of Actions, Obligations, and Rights 

Sec. 391. Effective date. 
Sec. 392. Application of amendments and re

pealers. 
TITLE IV-RESTRICTING WELFARE AND 

PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS 
Sec. 400. Statements of national policy con

cerning welfare and immigra
tion. 

Subtitle A-Eligibility for Federal Benefits 
Programs 

Sec. 401. Ineligibility of illegal aliens for 
certain public benefits pro
grams. 

Sec. 402. Ineligibility of nonimmigrants for 
certain public benefits pro
grams. 

Sec. 403. Limited eligibility of immigrants 
for 5 specified Federal public 
benefits programs. 

Sec. 404. Notification. 
Subtitle B-Eligibility for State and Local 

Public Benefits Programs 
Sec. 411. Ineligibility of illegal aliens for 

State and local public benefits 
programs. 

Sec. 412. Ineligibility of nonimmigrants for 
State and local public benefits 
programs. 

Sec. 413. State authority to limit eligibility 
of immigrants for State and 
local means-tested public bene
fits programs. 

Subtitle C-Attribution of Income and 
Affidavits of Support 

Sec. 421. Attribution of sponsor's income 
and resources to family-spon
sored immigrants. 

Sec. 422. Requirements for sponsor's affida
vit of support. 

Subtitle D-General Provisions 
Sec. 431. Definitions. 
Sec. 432. Construction. 

Subtitle E-Conforming Amendments 
Sec. 441. Conforming amendments relating 

to assisted housing. 
TITLE V-FOOD STAMP REFORM AND 

COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION 
Sec. 501. Short title. 

Subtitle A-Commodity Distribution 
Provisions 

Sec. 511. Short title. 
Sec. 512. Availability of commodities. 
Sec. 513. State, local and private 

supplementation of commod
ities. 

Sec. 514. State plan. 
Sec. 515. Allocation of commodities to 

States. 
Sec. 516. Priority system for State distribu-

tion of commodities. 
Sec. 517. Initial processing costs. 
Sec. 518. Assurances; anticipated use. 
Sec. 519. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 520. Commodity supplemental food pro-

gram. 
Sec. 521. Commodities not income. 

Sec. 522. Prohibition against certain State 
charges. 

Sec. 523. Definitions. 
Sec. 524. Regulations. 
Sec. 525. Finality of determinations. 
Sec. 526. Sale of commodities prohibited. 
Sec. 527. Settlement and adjustment of 

claims. 
Sec. 528. Repealers; amendments. 

Subtitle B-Simplification and Reform of 
Food Stamp Program 

Sec. 531. Short title. 
CHAPTER 1-SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP PRO

GRAM AND STATE ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY 
FAMILIES 

Sec. 541. Establishment of simplified food 
stamp program. 

Sec. 542. Simplified food stamp program. 
Sec. 543. Conforming amendments. 

CHAPTER 2-FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

Sec. 551. Thrifty food plan. 
Sec. 552. Income deductions and energy as-

sistance. 
Sec. 553. Vehicle allowance. 
Sec. 554. Work requirements. 
Sec. 555. Comparable treatment of disquali

fied individuals. 
Sec. 556. Encourage electronic benefit trans

fer systems. 
Sec. 557. Value of minimum allotment. 
Sec. 558. Initial month benefit determina

tion. 
Sec. 559. Improving food stamp program 

management. 
Sec. 560. Work supplementation or support 

program. 
Sec. 561. Obligations and allotments. 

CHAPTER 3---PROGRAM INTEGRITY 

Sec. 571. Authority to establish authoriza
tion periods. 

Sec. 572. Condition precedent for approval of 
retail food stores and wholesale 
food concerns. 

Sec. 573. Waiting period for retailers that 
are denied approval to accept 
coupons. 

Sec. 574. Disqualification of retail food 
stores and wholesale food con
cerns. 

Sec. 575. Authority to suspend stores violat
ing program requirements 
pending administrative and ju
dicial review. 

Sec. 576. Criminal forfeiture. 
Sec. 577. Expanded definition of "coupon". 
Sec. 578. Doubled penalties for violating 

food stamp program require
ments. 

Sec. 579. Disqualification of convicted indi
viduals. 

Sec. 580. Claims collection. 
Subtitle C-Effective Dates and 

Miscellaneous Provisions 
Sec. 591. Effective dates. 
Sec. 592. Sense of the congress. 
Sec. 593. Deficit reduction. 

TITLE VI-SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME 

Sec. 601. Denial of supplemental security in
come benefits by reason of dis
ability to drug addicts and al
coholics. 

Sec. 602. Supplemental security income ben
efits for disabled children. 

Sec. 603. Examination of mental listings 
used to determine eligibility of 
children for SSI benefits by rea
son of disability. 

Sec. 604. Limitation on payments to Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and 
Guam under programs of aid to 
the aged, blind, or disabled. 
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Sec. 605. Repeal of maintenance of effort re

quirements applicable to op
tional State programs for 
supplementation of SSI bene
fits. 

TITLE VII-CHILD SUPPORT 
Sec. 700. References. 

Subtitle A-Eligibility for Services; 
Distribution of Payments 

Sec. 701. State obligation to provide child 
support enforcement services. 

Sec. 702. Distribution of child support col
lections. 

Sec. 703. Privacy safeguards. 
Subtitle B-Locate and Case Tracking 

Sec. 711. State case registry. 
Sec. 712. Collection and disbursement of sup

port payments. 
Sec. 713. State directory of new hires. 
Sec. 714. Amendments concerning income 

withholding. 
Sec. 715. Locator information from inter

state networks. 
Sec. 716. Expansion of the Federal Parent 

Locator Service. 
Sec. 717. Collection and use of social secu

rity numbers for use in child 
support enforcement. 

Subtitle C-Streamlining and Uniformity of 
Procedures 

Sec. 721. Adoption of uniform State laws. 
Sec. 722. Improvements to full faith and 

credit for child support orders. 
Sec. 723. Administrative enforcement in 

interstate cases. 
Sec. 724. Use of forms in interstate enforce

ment. 
Sec. 725. State laws providing expedited pro

cedures. 
Subtitle D-Paternity Establishment 

Sec. 731. State laws concerning paternity es
tablishment. 

Sec. 732. Outreach for voluntary paternity 
establishment. 

Sec. 733. Cooperation by applicants for and 
recipients of temporary family 
assistance. 

Subtitle E-Program Administration and 
Funding 

Sec. 741. Federal matching payments. 
Sec. 742. Performance-based incentives and 

penalties. 
Sec. 743. Federal and State reviews and au

dits. 
Sec. 744. Required reporting procedures. 
Sec. 745. Automated data processing require

ments. 
Sec. 746. Technical assistance. 
Sec. 747. Reports and data collection by the 

Secretary. 
Subtitle F-Establishment and Modification 

of Support Orders 
Sec. 751. Simplified process for review and 

adjustment of child support or
ders. 

Sec. 752. Furnishing consumer reports for 
certain purposes relating to 
child support. 

Subtitle G-Enforcement of Support Orders 
Sec. 761. Federal income tax refund offset. 
Sec. 762. Authority to collect support from 

Federal employees. 
Sec. 763. Enforcement of child support obli

gations of members of the 
Armed Forces. 

Sec. 764. Voiding of fraudulent transfers. 
Sec. 765. Sense of the Congress that States 

should suspend drivers', busi
ness, and occupational licenses 
of persons owing past-due child 
support. 

Sec. 766. Work requirement for persons 
owing past-due child support. 

Sec. 767. Definition of support order. 
Subtitle H-Medical Support 

Sec. 771 . Technical correction to ERISA def
inition of medical child support 
order. 

Subtitle I-Enhancing Responsibility and 
Opportunity for Nonresidential Parents 

Sec. 781. Grants to States for access and vis
itation programs. 

Subtitle J-Effect of Enactment 
Sec. 791. Effective dates. 

TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 801. Scoring. 
Sec. 802. Provisions to encourage electronic 

benefit transfer systems. 
TITLE I-BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEM

PORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMI
LIES 

SEC. 101. BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES. 
Title IV of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by striking 
part A, except sections 403(h) and 417, and in
serting the following: 
"PART A-BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES FOR 

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY 
FAMILIES 

"SEC. 401. PURPOSE. 
"The purpose of this part is to increase the 

flexibility of States in operating a program 
designed to-

"(1) provide assistance to needy families so 
that the children in such families may be 
cared for in their homes or in the homes of 
relatives; 

"(2) end the dependence of needy parents 
on government benefits by promoting work 
and marriage; and 

"(3) discourage out-of-wedlock births. 
"SEC. 402. ELIGIBLE STATES; STATE PLAN. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-As used in this part, the 
term 'eligible State' means, with respect to 
a fiscal year, a State that, during the 3-year 
period immediately preceding the fiscal 
year, has submitted to the Secretary a plan 
that includes the following: 

"(l) OUTLINE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM.-A written document that outlines 
how the State intends to do the following: 

"(A) Conduct a program designed to-
"(i) provide cash benefits to needy families 

with children; and 
"(ii) provide parents of children in such 

families with work experience, assistance in 
finding employment, and other work prepa
ration activities and support services that 
the State considers appropriate to enable 
such families to leave the program and be
come self-sufficient. 

"(B) Require at least 1 parent of a child in 
any family which has received benefits for 
more than 24 months (whether or not con
secutive) under the program to engage in 
work activities (as defined by the State). 

"(C) Ensure that parents receiving assist
ance under the program engage in work ac
tivities in accordance with section 404. 

"(D) Treat interstate immigrants, if fami
lies including such immigrants are to be 
treated differently than other families. 

"(E) Take such reasonable steps as the 
State deems necessary to restrict the use 
and disclosure of information about individ
uals and families receiving benefits under 
the program. 

"(F) Take actions to reduce the incidence 
of out-of-wedlock births, which may include 
providing unmarried mothers and unmarried 
fathers with services which will help them-

" (i) avoid subsequent pregnancies; and 
" (ii) provide adequate care to their chil

dren. 
" (G) Reduce teenage pregnancy, including 

(at the option of the State) through the pro
vision of education, counseling, and health 
services to male and female teenagers. 

" (2) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL 
OPERATE A CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PRO
GRAM.-A certification by the Governor of 
the State that, during the fiscal year, the 
State will operate a child support enforce
ment program under the State plan approved 
under part D, in a manner that complies 
with the requirements of such part. 

" (3) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL 
OPERATE A CHILD PROTECTION PROGRAM.-A 
certification by the Governor of the State 
that, during the fiscal year, the State will 
operate a child protection program in ac
cordance with part B, which includes a foster 
care program and an adoption assistance 
program. 

"(b) DETERMINATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
determine whether a plan submitted pursu
ant to subsection (a) contains the material 
required by subsection (a). 
"SEC. 403. PAYMENTS TO STATES. 

"(a) ENTITLEMENTS.-
"(!) GRANTS FOR FAMILY ASSISTANCE.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Each eligible State shall 

be entitled to receive from the Secretary for 
each of fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 
2000 a grant in an amount equal to the State 
family assistance grant for the fiscal year. 

"(B) GRANT INCREASED TO REWARD STATES 
THAT REDUCE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS.-The 
amount of the grant payable to a State 
under subparagraph (A) for fiscal year 1998 or 
any succeeding fiscal year shall be increased 
by-

"(i) 5 percent if the illegitimacy ratio of 
the State for the fiscal year is at least 1 per
centage point lower than the illegitimacy 
ratio of the State for fiscal year 1995; or 

"(ii) 10 percent if the illegitimacy ratio of 
the State for the fiscal year is at least 2 per
centage points lower than the illegitimacy 
ratio of the State for fiscal year 1995. 

"(2) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS TO ADJUST FOR 
POPULATION INCREASES.-In addition to any 
grant under paragraph (1), each eligible 
State shall be entitled to receive from the 
Secretary for each of fiscal years 1997, 1998, 
1999, and 2000, a grant in an amount equal to 
the State proportion of $100,000,000. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(l) STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'State family 

assistance grant' means, with respect to a 
fiscal year, the provisional State family as
sistance grant adjusted in accordance with 
subparagraph (C). 

"(B) PROVISIONAL STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE 
GRANT.-The term 'provisional State family 
assistance grant' means-

"(i) the greater of-
" (l) 1/a of the total amount of obligations to 

the State under section 403 of this title (as in 
effect before October l, 1995) for fiscal years 
1992, 1993, and 1994 (other than with respect 
to amounts expended for child care under 
subsection (g) or (i) of such section); or 

"(II) the total amount of obligations to the 
State under such section 403 for fiscal year 
1994 (other than with respect to amounts ex
pended for child care under subsection (g) or 
(i) of such section); multiplied by 

" (ii)(l) the total amount of outlays to all 
of the States under such section 403 for fiscal 
year 1994 (other than with respect to 
amounts expended for child care under sub
section (g) or (i) of such section); divided by 

"(II) the total amount of obligations to all 
of the States under such section 403 for fiscal 
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year 1994 (other than with respect to 
amounts expended for child care under sub
section (g) or (1) of such section). 

"(C) PROPORTIONAL ADJUSTMENT.-The Sec
retary shall determine the percentage (if 
any) by which each provisional State family 
assistance grant must be reduced or in
creased to ensure that the sum of such 
grants equals $15,390,296,000, and shall adjust 
each provisional State family assistance 
grant by the percentage so determined. 

"(2) ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.-The term 'ille
gitimacy ratio' means, with respect to a 
State and a fiscal year-

"(A) the sum of-
"(i) the number of out-of-wedlock births 

that occurred in the State during the most 
recent fiscal year for which such information 
is available; and 

"(11) the amount (if any) by which the 
number of abortions performed in the State 
during the most recent fiscal year for which 
such information is available exceeds the 
number of abortions performed in the State 
during the fiscal year that immediately pre
cedes such most recent fiscal year; divided 
by 

"(B) the number of births that occurred in 
the State during the most recent fiscal year 
for which such information is available. 

"(3) STATE PROPORTION.-The term 'State 
proportion' means, with respect to a fiscal 
year, the amount that bears the same ratio 
to the amount specified in subsection (a)(2) 
as the increase (if any) in the population of 
the State for the most recent fiscal year for 
which such information is available over the 
population of the State for the fiscal year 
that immediately precedes such most recent 
fiscal year bears to the total increase in the 
population of all States which have such an 
increase in population, as determined by the 
Secretary using data from the Bureau of the 
Census. 

"(4) FISCAL YEAR.-The term 'fiscal year' 
means any 12-month period ending on Sep
tember 30 of a calendar year. 

"(5) STATE.-The term 'State' includes the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the United 
States Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa. 

"(c) USE OF GRANT.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a grant 

is made under this section may use the grant 
in any manner that is reasonably calculated 
to accomplish the purpose of this part, sub
ject to this part, including to provide 
noncash assistance to mothers who have not 
attained 18 years of age and their children 
and to provide low income households with 
assistance in meeting home heating and 
cooling costs. 

"(2) AUTHORITY TO TREAT INTERSTATE IMMI
GRANTS UNDER RULES OF FORMER STATE.-A 
State to which a grant is made under this 
section may apply to a family the rules of 
the program operated under this part of an
other State if the family has moved to the 
State from the other State and has resided 
in the State for less than 12 months. 

"(3) AUTHORITY TO USE PORTION OF GRANT 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State may use not 
more than 30 percent of the amount of the 
grant made to the State under this section 
for a fiscal year to carry out a State pro
gram pursuant to any or all of the following 
provisions of law: 

"(1) Part B of this title. 
"(11) Title XX of this Act. 
"(111) Any provision of law, enacted into 

law during the 104th Congress, under which 
grants are made to States for food and nutri
tion. 

"(iv) The Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990. 

"(B) APPLICABLE RULES.-Any amount paid 
to the State under this part that is used to 
carry out a State program pursuant to a pro
vision of law specified in subparagraph (A) 
shall not be subject to the requirements of 
this part, but shall be subject to the require
ments that apply to Federal funds provided 
directly under the provision of law to carry 
out the program. 

"(4) AUTHORITY TO RESERVE CERTAIN 
AMOUNTS FOR EMERGENCY BENEFITS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State may reserve 
amounts paid to the State under this section 
for any fiscal year for the purpose of provid
ing emergency assistance under the State 
program operated under this part. 

"(B) AUTHORITY TO USE EXCESS RESERVES 
FOR ANY PURPOSE.-During a fiscal year, a 
State may use for any purpose deemed ap
propriate by the State amounts held in re
serve under subparagraph (A) to the extent 
exceeding 120 percent of the amount of the 
grant payable to the State under this section 
for the fiscal year. 

"(5) IMPLEMENTATION OF ELECTRONIC BENE
FIT TRANSFER SYSTEM.-A State to which a 
grant is made under this section is encour
aged to implement an electronic benefit 
transfer system for providing assistance 
under the State program funded under this 
part, and may use the grant for such pur
pose. 

"(d) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall pay each grant payable to a State 
under this section in quarterly installments. 

"(e) PENALTIES.-
"(l) FOR USE OF GRANT IN VIOLATION OF THIS 

PART.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-If an audit conducted 

pursuant to chapter 75 of title 31, United 
States Code, finds that an amount paid to a 
State under this section for a fiscal year has 
been used in violation of this part, then the 
Secretary shall reduce the amount of the 
grant otherwise payable to the State under 
this section for the immediately succeeding 
fiscal year by the amount so used. 

"(B) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF PENALTY.
In carrying out subparagraph (A), the Sec
retary shall not reduce any quarterly pay
ment by more than 25 percent. 

"(C) CARRYFORWARD OF UNRECOVERED PEN
ALTIES.-To the extent that subparagraph (B) 
prevents the Secretary from recovering dur
ing a fiscal year the full amount of a penalty 
imposed on a State under subparagraph (A) 
for a prior fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
apply subparagraph (A) to the grant other
wise payable to the State under this section 
for the immediately succeeding fiscal year. 

"(2) FOR FAIL URE TO SUBMIT REQUIRED RE
PORT.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-If the Secretary deter
mines that a State has not, within 6 months 
after the end of a fiscal year, submitted the 
report required by section 406 for the fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reduce by 3 percent 
the amount of the grant that would (in the 
absence of this subsection, subsection 
(a)(l)(B) of this section, and section 404(c)(2)) 
be payable to the State under subsection 
(a)(l)(A) for the immediately succeeding fis
cal year. 

"(B) RESCISSION OF PENALTY.-The Sec
retary shall rescind a penalty imposed on a 
State under subparagraph (A) with respect to 
a report for a fiscal year if the State submits 
the report before the end of the immediately 
succeeding fiscal year. 

"(C) FOR FAILURE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE IN
COME AND ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION SYSTEM.
If the Secretary determines that a State pro-

gram funded under this part is not partici
pating during a fiscal year in the income and 
eligibility verification system required by 
section 1137, the Secretary shall reduce by 1 
percent the amount of the grant that would 
(in the absence of this subsection, subsection 
(a)(l)(B) of this section, and section 404(c)(2)) 
be payable to the State under subsection 
(a)(l)(A) for the fiscal year. 

"(f) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL AUTHORITY.
The Secretary may not regulate the conduct 
of States under this part or enforce any pro
vision of this part, except to the extent ex
pressly provided in this part. 

"(g) FEDERAL RAINY DAY FUND.-
"(l) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es

tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a revolving loan fund which shall be 
known as the 'Federal Rainy Day Fund'. 

"(2) DEPOSITS INTO FUND.-
"(A) APPROPRIATION.-Out of any money in 

the Treasury of the United States not other
wise appropriated, $1,000,000,000 are hereby 
appropriated for fiscal year 1996 for payment 
to the Federal Rainy Day Fund. 

"(B) LOAN REPAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall deposit into the fund any principal or 
interest payment received with respect to a 
loan made under this subsection. 

"(3) AVAILABILITY.-Amounts in the fund 
are authorized to remain available without 
fiscal year limitation for the purpose of 
making loans and receiving payments of 
principal and interest on such loans, in ac
cordance with this subsection. 

"(4) USE OF FUND.-
"(A) LOANS TO QUALIFIED STATES.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

make loans from the fund to any qualified 
State for a period to maturity of not more 
than 3 years. 

"(11) RATE OF INTEREST.-The Secretary 
shall charge and collect interest on any loan 
made under clause (i) at a rate equal to the 
current average market yield on outstanding 
marketable obligations of the United States 
with remaining periods to maturity com
parable to the period to maturity of the 
loan. 

"(111) MAXIMUM LOAN.-The amount of any 
loan made to a State under clause (1) during 
a fiscal year shall not exceed the lesser of

"(I) 50 percent of the amount of the grant 
payable to the State under this section for 
the fiscal year; or 

"(II) $100,000,000. 
"(B) QUALIFIED STATE DEFINED.-A State is 

a qualified State for purposes of subpara
graph (A) if the unemployment rate of the 
State (as determined by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics) for the most recent 3-month pe
riod for which such information is available 
is---

"(i) more than 6.5 percent; and 
"(ii) at least 110 percent of such rate for 

the corresponding 3-month period in either 
of the 2 immediately preceding calendar 
years. 
"SEC. 404. MANDATORY WORK REQUIREMENTS. 

"(a) PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENTS.
"(l) REQUIREMENT APPLICABLE TO ALL FAMI

LIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 

grant is made under section 403 for a fiscal 
year shall achieve the minimum participa
tion rate specified in the following table for 
the fiscal year with respect to all families 
receiving assistance under the State pro
gram funded under this part: 

"If the fiscal year is: 
1996 .............. ............... . 
1997 ............................. . 

The minimum 
participation 

rate is: 
4 
4 
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1998 .......... . .................. . 
1999 ............. .. ............. .. 
2000 ... .... .. .... ...... ... .. .... .. 
2001 ............................ .. 
2002 ............................. . 
2003 or thereafter .... .. .. . 

8 
12 
17 
29 
40 
50. 

" (B) PRO RATA REDUCTION OF PARTICIPATION 
RATE DUE TO CASELOAD REDUCTIONS NOT RE
QUIRED BY FEDERAL LAW.-The minimum par
ticipation rate otherwise required by sub
paragraph (A) for a fiscal year shall be re
duced by a percentage equal to the percent
age (if any) by which the number of families 
receiving assistance during the fiscal year 
under the State program funded under this 
part is less than the number of families that 
received aid under the State plan approved 
under part A of this title (as in effect before 
October l , 1995) during the fiscal year imme
diately preceding such effective date, except 
to the extent that the Secretary determines 
that the reduction in the number of families 
receiving such assistance is required by Fed
eral law. 

"(C) PARTICIPATION RATE.-For purposes of 
this paragraph: 

"(i) AVERAGE MONTHLY RATE.-The partici
pation rate of a State for a fiscal year is the 
average of the participation rates of the 
State for each month in the fiscal year. 

"(11) MONTHLY PARTICIPATION RATES.-The 
participation rate of a State for a month is-

" (!) the number of families receiving cash 
assistance under the State program funded 
under this part which include an individual 
who is engaged in work activities for the 
month; divided by 

"(II) the total number of families receiving 
cash assistance under the State program 
funded under this part during the month 
which include an individual who has attained 
18 years of age. 

"(111) ENGAGED.-A recipient is engaged in 
work activities for a month in a fiscal year 
if the recipient is making progress in such 
activities for at least the minimum average 
number of hours per week specified in the 
following table during the month, not fewer 
than 20 hours per week of which are attrib
utable to an activity described in subpara
graph (A), (B), (C), or (D) of subsection (b)(l) 
(or, in the case of the first 4 weeks for which 
the recipient is required under this section 
to participate in work activities, an activity 
described in subsection (b)(l)(E)): 

The minimum 
"If the month is average number of 

in fiscal year: hours per week is: 
1996 ........................ 20 
1997 ........................ 20 
1998 ........ .. .............. 20 
1999 ........................ 25 
2000 ..... .......... .. .. .... . 30 
2001 .................. ... ... 30 
2002 ........................ 35 
2003 or thereafter .. . 35. 

" (2) REQUIREMENT APPLICABLE TO 2-PARENT 
FAMILIES.-

" (A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 for a fiscal 
year shall achieve the minimum participa
tion rate specified in the following table for 
the fiscal year with respect to 2-parent fami
lies receiving assistance under the State pro
gram funded under this part: 

"If the fiscal year is: 
1996 ...................... .. 
1997 ...................... .. 
1998 or thereafter ... 

The minimum 
participation 

rate is: 
50 
50 
90. 

" (B) PARTICIPATION RATE.-For purposes of 
this paragraph: 

"(i) AVERAGE MONTHLY RATE.-The partici
pation rate of a State for a fiscal year is the 
average of the participation rates of the 
State for each month in the fiscal year. 

" (11) MONTHLY PARTICIPATION RATES.-The 
participation rate of a State for a month is-

" (!) the number of 2-parent families receiv
ing cash assistance under the State program 
funded under this part which include at least 
1 adult who is engaged in work activities for 
the month; divided by 

"(II) the total number of 2-parent families 
receiving cash assistance under the State 
program funded under this part during the 
month. 

"(iii) ENGAGED.-An adult is engaged in 
work activities for a month in a fiscal year 
if the adult is making progress in such ac
tivities for at least 35 hours per week during 
the month, not fewer than 30 hours per week 
of which are attributable to an activity de
scribed in subparagraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) 
of subsection (b)(l) (or, in the case of the 
first 4 weeks for which the recipient is re
quired under this section to participate in 
work activities, an activity described in sub
section (b)(l)(E)). 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) WORK ACTIVITIES.-The term 'work ac-

tivities ' means-
"(A) unsubsidized employment; 
"(B) subsidized private sector employment; 
"(C) subsidized public sector employment 

or work experience (including work associ
ated with the refurbishing of publicly as
sisted housing) only if sufficient private sec
tor employment is not available; 

" (D) on-the-job training; 
" (E) job search and job readiness assist

ance; 
"(F) education directly related to employ

ment, in the case of a recipient who has not 
attained 20 years of age, and has not received 
a high school diploma or a certificate of high 
school equivalency; 

"(G) job skills training directly related to 
employment; or 

"(H) at the option of the State, satisfac
tory attendance at secondary school, in the 
case of a recipient who-

"(i) has not completed secondary school; 
and 

"(11) is a dependent child, or a head of 
household who has not attained 20 years of 
age. 

"(2) FISCAL YEAR.-The term ' fiscal year' 
means any 12-month period ending on Sep
tember 30 of a calendar year. 

"(c) PENALTIES.-
" (!) AGAINST INDIVIDUALS.-
" (A) APPLICABLE TO ALL FAMILIES.-A State 

to which a grant is made under section 403 
shall ensure that the amount of cash assist
ance paid under the State program funded 
under this part to a recipient of assistance 
under the program who refuses to engage 
(within the meaning of subsection 
(a)(l )(C)(11i)) in work activities required 
under this section shall be less than the 
amount of cash assistance that would other
wise be paid to the recipient under the pro
gram, subject to such good cause and other 
exceptions as the State may establish. 

" (B) APPLICABLE TO 2-PARENT FAMILIES.-A 
State to which a grant is made under section 
403 shall reduce the amount of cash assist
ance otherwise payable to a 2-parent family 
for a month under the State program funded 
under this part with respect to an adult in 
the family who is not engaged (within the 
meaning of subsection (a)(2)(B)(i11)) in work 
activities for at least 35 hours per week dur
ing the month, pro rata (or more, at the op
tion of the State) with respect to any period 

during the month for which the adult is not 
so engaged. 

"(C) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL AUTHORITY.
No officer or employee of the Federal Gov
ernment may regulate the conduct of States 
under this paragraph or enforce this para
graph against any State. 

"(2) AGAINST STATES.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-If the Secretary deter

mines that a State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 for a fiscal year has failed 
to comply with subsection (a) for the fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reduce by not more 
than 5 percent the amount of the grant that 
would (in the absence of this paragraph and 
subsections (a)(l)(B) and (e) of section 403) be 
payable to the State under section 
403(a)(l)(A) for the immediately succeeding 
fiscal year. 

"(B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL
URE.-The Secretary shall impose reductions 
under subparagraph (A) based on the degree 
of noncompliance. 

"(d) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.-This sec
tion shall not be construed to prohibit a 
State from offering recipients of assistance 
under the· State program funded under this 
part an opportunity to participate in an edu
cation or training program, consistent with 
the requirements of this section. 

" (e) RESEARCH.-The Secretary shall con
duct research on the costs and benefits of 
State activities under this section. 

"(f) EVALUATION OF INNOVATIVE AP
PROACHES TO EMPLOYING RECIPIENTS OF AS
SISTANCE.-The Secretary shall evaluate in
novative approaches to employing recipients 
of assistance under State programs funded 
under this part. 

"(g) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES AND RE
VIEW OF MOST AND LEAST SUCCESSFUL WORK 
PROGRAMS.-

"(!) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES.-The Sec
retary shall rank the States to which grants 
are paid under section 403 in the order of 
their success in moving recipients of assist
ance under the State program funded under 
this part into long-term private sector jobs. 

"(2) ANNUAL REVIEW OF MOST AND LEAST 
SUCCESSFUL WORK PROGRAMS.-The Secretary 
shall review the programs of the 3 States 
most recently ranked highest under para
graph (1) and the 3 States most recently 
ranked lowest under paragraph (1) that pro
vide parents with work experience, assist
ance in finding employment, and other work 
preparation activities and support services 
to enable the families of such parents to 
leave the program and become self-suffi
cient. 

"(h) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-ln comply
ing with this section, each State that oper
ates a program funded under this part is en
couraged to assign the highest priority to re
quiring fam111es that include older preschool 
or school-age children to be engaged in work 
activities. 

"(i) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT STATES 
SHOULD IMPOSE CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS ON 
NONCUSTODIAL, NONSUPPORTING MINOR PAR
ENTS.-lt is the sense of the Congress that 
the States should require noncustodial, non
supporting parents who have not attained 18 
years of age to fulfill community work obli
gations and attend appropriate parenting or 
money management classes after school. 
"SEC. 405. PROmBITIONS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-
"(!) NO ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES WITHOUT A 

MINOR CHILD.-A State to which a grant is 
made under section 403 may not use any part 
of the grant to provide assistance to a fam
ily, unless the family includes a minor child. 
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"(2) CERTAIN PAYMENTS NOT TO BE DIS

REGARDED IN DETERMINING THE AMOUNT OF AS
SISTANCE TO BE PROVIDED TO A FAMILY.-

"(A) INCOME SECURITY PAYMENTS.-If a 
State to which a grant is made under section 
403 uses any part of the grant to provide as
sistance for any individual who is receiving a 
payment under a State plan for old-age as
sistance approved under section 2, a State 
program funded under part B that provides 
cash payments for foster care, or the supple
mental security income program under title 
XVI (other than service benefits provided 
through the use of a grant made under part 
C of such title), then the State may not dis
regard the payment in determining the 
amount of assistance to be provided to the 
family of which the individual is a member 
under the State program funded under this 
part. 

"(B) CERTAIN SUPPORT PAYMENTS.-A State 
to which a grant is made under section 403 
may not disregard an amount distributed to 
a family under section 457(a)(l)(A) in deter
mining the income of the family for purposes 
of eligib111ty for assistance under the State 
program funded under this part. 

"(3) NO ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN ALIENS.
Notwithstanding subsection (c)(l), a State to 
which a grant is made under section 403 may 
not use any part of the grant to provide as
sistance for an individual who is not a citi
zen or national of the United States, unless-

"(A)(i) the individual is admitted to the 
United States as a refugee under section 207 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act; and 

"(11) 5 years has elapsed since the date the 
individual arrived in the United States; 

"(B) the individual-
"(!) is lawfully admitted to the United 

States for permanent residence; 
"(11) has attained 75 years of age; and 
"(iii) has resided in the United States for 

at least 5 years; or 
"(C) the individual is honorably discharged 

from the Armed Forces of the United States. 
"(4) NO ASSISTANCE FOR OUT-OF-WEDLOCK 

BIRTHS TO MINORS.-
"(A) GENERAL RULE.-a State to which a 

grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide cash bene
fits for a child born out-of-wedlock to an in
dividual who has not attained 18 years of 
age, or for the individual, until the individ
ual attains such age. 

"(B) EXCEPTION FOR RAPE OR INCEST.-Sub
paragraph (A) shall not apply with respect to 
a child who is born as a result of rape or in
cest. 

"(5) NO ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHIL
DREN BORN TO FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSIST
ANCE.-

"(A) GENERAL RULE.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide cash bene
fits for a minor child who is born to-

"(i) a recipient of benefits under the pro
gram operated under this part; or 

"(11) a person who received such benefits at 
any time during the 10-month period ending 
with the birth of the child. 

"(B) EXCEPTION FOR RAPE OR INCEST.-Sub
paragraph (A) shall not apply with respect to 
a child who is born as a result of rape or in
cest. 

"(6) NO ASSISTANCE FOR MORE THAN 
YEARS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide cash bene
fits for the family of an individual who, after 
attaining 18 years of age, has received bene
fits under the program operated under this 
part for 60 months (whether or not consecu-

tlve) after the effective date of this part, ex
cept as provided under subparagraph (B). 

"(B) HARDSHIP EXCEPTION.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The State may exempt a 

family from the application of subparagraph 
(A) by reason of hardship. 

"(11) LIMITATION.-The number of fam111es 
with respect to which an exemption made by 
a State under clause (i) is in effect shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the number of fam111es 
to which the State is providing assistance 
under the program operated under this part. 

"(7) NO ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES NOT CO
OPERATING IN PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT OR 
CHILD SUPPORT.-Notwlthstanding subsection 
(c)(l), a State to which a grant is made under 
section 403 may not use any part of the grant 
to provide assistance to a family that in
cludes an individual whom the agency re
sponsible for administering the State plan 
approved under part D determines is not co
operating with the State in establishing the 
paternity of any child of the individual, or in 
establishing, modifying, or enforcing a sup
port order with respect to such a child. 

"(8) NO ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES NOT AS
SIGNING SUPPORT RIGHTS TO THE STATE.-Not
withstanding subsection (c)(l), a State to 
which a grant is made under section 403 may 
not use any part of the grant to provide as
sistance to a family that includes an individ
ual who has not assigned to the State any 
rights the individual may have (on behalf of 
the individual or of any other person for 
whom the individual has applied for or is re
ceiving such assistance) to support from any 
other person for any period for which the in
dividual receives such assistance. 

"(9) WITHHOLDING OF PORTION OF ASSIST
ANCE FOR FAMILIES WHICH INCLUDE A CHILD 
WHOSE PATERNITY IS NOT ESTABLISHED.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not fail 
to-

"(i) withhold assistance under the State 
program funded under this part from a fam
ily which includes a child whose paternity is 
not established, in an amount equal to $50 or 
15 percent of the amount of the amount of 
the assistance that would (in the absence of 
this paragraph) be provided to the family 
with respect to the child, whichever the 
State elects; or 

"(11) provide to the family the total 
amount of assistance so withheld once the 
paternity of the child is established, if the 
family is then eligible for such assistance. 

"(B) EXCEPTION FOR RAPE OR INCEST.-Sub
paragraph (A) shall not apply with respect to 
a child who is born as a result of rape or in
cest. 

"(10) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR 10 YEARS TO 
A PERSON CONVICTED OF FRAUDULENTLY MIS
REPRESENTING RESIDENCE TO A WELFARE PRO
GRAM.-A State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 may not use any part of the 
grant to provide assistance to an individual 
during the 10-year period that begins with 
the date the individual is convicted in Fed
eral or State court of making a fraudulent 
statement or representation with respect to 
the place of residence of the person in order 
to receive benefits or services under 2 or 
more programs that are funded under this 
part. 

"(b) MINOR CHILD DEFINED.-As used in 
subsection (a), the term 'minor child' means 
an individual-

"(l) who has not attained 18 years of age; 
or 

"(2) who-
"(A) has not attained 19 years of age; and 
"(B) is a full-time student in a secondary 

school (or in the equivalent level of voca
tional or technical training). 

"SEC. 406. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-Each State to which a 

grant is made under section 403 for a fiscal 
year shall, not later than 6 months after the 
end of the fiscal year, transmit to the Sec
retary the following aggregate information 
on fam111es to which assistance was provided 
during the fiscal year under the State pro
gram operated under this part or an equiva
lent State program: 

"(l) The number of adults receiving such 
assistance. 

"(2) The number of children receiving such 
assistance and the average age of the chil
dren. 

"(3) The employment status of such adults, 
and the average earnings of employed adults 
receiving such assistance. 

"(4) The number of 1-parent fam111es in 
which the parent is a widow or widower, is 
divorced, is separated, or has never married. 

"(5) The age, race, and educational attain
ment of the adults receiving such assistance. 

"(6) The average assistance provided to the 
fam111es under the program. 

"(7) Whether, at the time of application for 
assistance under the program, the families 
or any member of the families receives bene
fits under any of the following: 

· "(A) Any housing program. 
"(B) The food stamp program under the 

Food Stamp Act of 1977. 
"(C) The Head Start programs carried out 

under the Head Start Act. 
"(D) Any job training program. 
"(8) The number of months, since the most 

recent application for assistance under the 
program, for which such assistance has been 
provided to the fam111es. 

"(9) The total number of months for which 
assistance has been provided to the fam111es 
under the program. 

"(10) Any other data necessary to indicate 
whether the State is in compliance with the 
plan most recently submitted by the State 
pursuant to section 402. 

"(11) The components of any program car
ried out by the State to provide employment 
and training activities in order to comply 
with section 404, and the average monthly 
number of adults in each such component. 

"(12) The number of part-time job place
ments and the number of full-time job place
ments made through the program referred to 
in paragraph (11), the number of cases with 
reduced assistance, and the number of cases 
closed due to employment. 

"(b) AUTHORITY OF STATES TO USE ESTI
MATES.-A State may comply with the re
quirement to provide precise numerical in
formation described in subsection (a) by sub
mitting an estimate which ls obtained 
through the use of scientifically acceptable 
sampling methods. 

"(c) REPORT ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO 
COVER ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AND OVER
HEAD .-The report required by subsection (a) 
for a fiscal year shall include a statement of 
the percentage of the funds paid to the State 
under this part for the fiscal year that are 
used to cover administrative costs or over
head. 

"(d) REPORT ON STATE EXPENDITURES ON 
PROGRAMS FOR NEEDY F AMILIES.-The report 
required by subsection (a) for a fiscal year 
shall include a statement of the total 
amount expended by the State during the fis
cal year on programs for needy families. 

"(e) REPORT ON NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 
PARTICIPATING IN WORK ACTIVITIES.-The re
port required by subsection (a) for a fiscal 
year shall include the number of noncusto
dial parents in the State who participated in 
work activities (as defined in section 
404(b)(l)) during the fiscal year. 
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"SEC. 407. RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NA

TIONAL STUDIES. 
" (a) RESEARCH.-The Secretary may con

duct research on the effects, costs, and bene
fits of State programs funded under this 
part. 

"(b) DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF IN
NOVATIVE APPROACHES TO EMPLOYING WEL
FARE RECIPIENTS.-The Secretary may assist 
States in developing, and shall evaluate, in
novative approaches to employing recipients 
of cash assistance under programs funded 
under this part. In performing such evalua
tions, the Secretary shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, use random assignment to 
experimental and control groups. 

" (c) STUDIES OF WELFARE CASELOADS.-The 
Secretary may conduct studies of the case
loads of States operating programs funded 
under this part. 

" (d) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.-The 
Secretary shall develop innovative methods 
of disseminating information on any re
search, evaluations, and studies conducted 
under this section, including the facilitation 
of the sharing of information and best prac
tices among States and localities through 
the use of computers and other technologies. 
"SEC. 408. STUDY BY THE CENSUS BUREAU. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-The Bureau of the Cen
sus shall expand the Survey of Income and 
Program Participation as necessary to ob
tain such information as will enable inter
ested persons to evaluate the impact of the 
amendments made by title I of the Personal 
Responsibility Act of 1995 on a random na
tional sample of recipients of assistance 
under State programs funded under this part 
and (as appropriate) other low income fami
lies, and in doing so, shall pay particular at
tention to the issues of out-of-wedlock birth, 
welfare dependency, the beginning and end of 
welfare spells, and the causes of repeat wel
fare spells. 

"(b) APPROPRIATION.-Out of any money in 
the Treasury of the United States not other
wise appropriated, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to the Bureau of the Cen
sus Sl0,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 to carry out sub
section (a).". 
SEC. 102. REPORT ON DATA PROCESSING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Within 6 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Heal th and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Congress a report 
on-

(1) the status of the automated data proc
essing systems operated by the States to as
sist management in the administration of 
State programs under part A of title IV of 
the Social Security Act (whether in effect 
before or after October 1, 1995); and 

(2) what would be required to establish a 
system capable of-

(A) tracking participants in public pro
grams over time; and 

(B) checking case records of the States to 
determine whether individuals are partici
pating in public programs of 2 or more 
States. 

(b) PREFERRED CONTENTS.-The report re
quired by subsection (a) should include-

(1) a plan for building on the automated 
data processing systems of the States to es
tablish a system with the capabilities de
scribed in subsection (a)(2); and 

(2) an estimate of the amount of time re
quired to establish such a system and of the 
cost of establishing such a system. 
SEC. 103. TRANSFERS. 

(a) CHILD SUPPORT REVIEW PENALTIES.-
(1) TRANSFER OF PROVISION.-Section 403 of 

the Social Security Act, as added by the 

amendment made by section 101 of this Act, 
is amended by adding at the end subsection 
(h) of section 403, as in effect immediately 
before the effective date of this title. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
403(h )(3) of such Act, as in effect pursuant to 
paragraph (1 ) of this subsection, is amended 
by striking " , section 402(a)(27), ". 

(b) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FAMILY SUP
PORT.-

(1) REDESIGNATION OF PROVISION.-Section 
417 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 617), as in effect im
mediately before the effective date of this 
title, is amended by striking the following: 
" ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FAMILY SUPPORT" 

"SEC. 417." 
and inserting the following: 
"SEC. 408. ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FAMILY 

SUPPORT.". 
(2) TRANSFER OF PROVISION.-Part A of title 

IV of such Act, as added by the amendment 
made by section 101 of this Act, is amended 
by adding at the end the section amended by 
paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 408 
of such Act, as added by paragraph (2) of this 
subsection is amended by striking ", part D, 
and part F " and inserting "and part D". 
SEC. 104. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE 

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE ll.-
(1) Section 205(c)(2)(C)(vi) of the Social Se

curity Act (42 U.S.C. 405(c)(2)(C)(vi)), as so 
redesignated by section 321(a)(9)(B) of the 
Social Security Independence and Program 
Improvements Act of 1994, is amended-

(A) by inserting "an agency administering 
a program funded under part A of title IV 
or" before " an agency operating"; and 

(B) by striking "A or D of title IV of this 
Act" and inserting " D of such title" . 

(2) Section 228(d)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
428(d)(l)) is amended by inserting " under a 
State program funded under" before " part A 
of title IV". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF TITLE IV.
(1) Section 451 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 651) is 

amended by striking " aid" and inserting 
"assistance under a State program funded". 

(2) Section 452(a)(10)(C) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 652(a)(10)(C)) is amended-

(A) by striking "aid to families with de
pendent children" and inserting " assistance 
under a State program funded under part A"; 
and 

(B) by striking "such aid" and inserting 
" such assistance"; and 

(C) by striking "under section 402(a)(26)" 
and inserting "pursuant to section 405(a)(8)". 

(3) Section 452(a)(10)(F) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 652(a)(10)(F)) is amended-

(A) by striking " aid under a State plan ap
proved" and inserting " assistance under a 
State program funded"; and 

(B) by striking "in accordance with the 
standards referred to in section 
402(a)(26)(B)(ii)" and inserting " by the 
State". 

(4) Section 452(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
652(b)) is amended in the last sentence by 
striking "plan approved under part A" and 
inserting " program funded under part A". 

(5) Section 452(d)(3)(B)(i) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 652(d)(3)(B)(i)) is amended by striking 
" 1115(c)" and inserting "1115(b)". 

(6) Section 452(g)(2)(A)(ii)(I) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 652(g)(2)(A)(ii)(I)) is amended by strik
ing "aid is being paid under the State's plan 
approved" and inserting " assistance is being 
provided under the State program funded 
under''. 

(7) Section 452(g)(2)(A) of such Act (42 
U .S.C. 652(g)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter 

following clause (111 ) by striking " aid was 
being paid under the State' s plan approved" 
and inserting " assistance was being provided 
under the State program funded". 

(8 ) Section 452(g)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
652(g)(2)) is amended in the matter following 
subparagraph (B)-

(A) by striking "who is a dependent child 
by reason of the death of a parent" and in
serting " with respect to whom assistance is 
being provided under the State program 
funded under part A" ; and 

(B) by inserting "by the State agency ad
ministering the State plan approved under 
this part" after " found"; 

(C) by striking " under section 402(a)(26)" 
and inserting " pursuant to section 405(a)(8)" ; 
and 

(D) by striking " administering the plan 
under part E determines .(as provided in sec
tion 454(4)(B))" and inserting " determines" . 

(9) Section 452(h) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
652(h)) is amended by striking "under section 
402(a)(26)" and inserting "pursuant to sec
tion 405(a)(8)". 

(10) Section 454(5) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
654(5)) is amended-

(A) by striking "under section 402(a)(26)" 
and inserting "pursuant to section 405(a)(8)" ; 
and 

(B) by striking "except that this paragraph 
shall not apply to such payments for any 
month following the first month in which 
the amount collected is sufficient to make 
such family ineligible for assistance under 
the State plan approved under part A;". 

(11) Section 454(6)(D) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
654(6)(D)) is amended by striking "aid under 
a State plan approved" and inserting "assist
ance under a State progrm funded ''. 

(12) Section 456 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 656) 
is amended by striking "under section 
402(a)(26)" each place such term appears and 
inserting " pursuant to section 405(a)(8)". 

(13) Section 466(a)(3)(B) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 666(a)(3)(B)) is amended by striking 
"402(a)(26)" and inserting " 405(a)(8)" . 

(14) Section 466(b)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
666(b)(2)) is amended by striking "aid" and 
inserting "assistance under a State program 
funded": 

(C) REPEAL OF PART F OF TITLE IV.-Part F 
of title IV of such Act (42 U.S.C. 681-687) is 
hereby repealed. 

(d) AMENDMENT TO TITLE X.-Section 
1002(a)(7) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1202(a)(7)) is 
amended by striking "aid to families with 
dependent children under the State plan ap
proved under section 402 of this Act" and in
serting "assistance under a State program 
funded under part A of title IV". 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE Xl.-
(1) Section 1108 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1308) 

is amended-
(A) by striking subsections (a), (b), (d), and 

(e); and 
(B) by striking "(c)". 
(2) Section 1109 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1309) 

is amended by striking "or part A of title 
IV,". 

(3) Section 1115(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1315(a)) is amended-

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking "A or"; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking " 402,"; and 
(C) in paragraph (2), by striking "403," . 
(4) Section 1116 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1316) 

is amended-
(A) in each of subsections (a)(l), (b), and 

(d) , by striking "or part A of title IV,"; and 
(B) in subsection (a)(3), by striking "404, "; 
(5) Section 1118 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1318) 

is amended-
(A) by striking "403(a),"; 
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(B) by striking "and part A of title IV,"; 

and 
(C) by striking ", and shall, in the case of 

American Samoa, mean 75 per centum with 
respect to part A of title IV''. 

(6) Section 1119 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1319) 
is amended-

(A) by striking "or part A of title IV"; and 
(B) by striking "403(a), ". 
(7) Section 1133(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1320b-3(a)) is amended by striking "or part A 
of title IV,". 

(8) Section 1136 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320b-6) is hereby repealed. 

(9) Section 1137 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320b-7) is amended-

(A) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

"(1) any State program funded under part 
A of title IV of this Act;"; and 

(B) in subsection (d)(l)(B)-
(i) by striking "In this subsection-" and 

all that follows through "(ii) in" and insert
ing "In this subsection, in"; and 

(ii) by redesignating subclauses (I), (II), 
and (III) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii); and 

(iii) by moving such redesignated material 
2 ems to the left. 

(f) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XIV.-Section 
H02(a)(7) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1352(a)(7)) is 
amended by striking "aid to families with 
dependent children under the State plan ap
proved under section 402 of this Act" and in
serting "assistance under a State program 
funded under part A of title IV". 

(g) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XVI AS IN EFFECT 
WITH RESPECT TO THE TERRITORIES.-Section 
1602(a)(ll) of such Act, as in effect without 
regard to the amendment made by section 
301 of the Social Security Amendments of 
1972, (42 U.S.C. 1382 note) is amended by 
striking "aid under the State plan approved" 
and inserting "assistance under a State pro
gram funded". 

(h) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XVI AS IN EFFECT 
WITH RESPECT TO THE STATES.-Section 
1611(c)(5)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382(c)(5)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 
"(A) a State program funded under part A of 
title IV,". 
SEC. 106. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 

LAWS. 
(a) Subsection (b) of section 508 of the Un

employment Compensation Amendments of 
1976 (42 U.S.C. 603a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) PROVISION FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF EX
PENSES.-For purposes of section 455 of the 
Social Security Act, expenses incurred to re
imburse State employment offices for fur
nishing information requested of such of
fices-

"(1) pursuant to the third sentence of sec
tion 3(a) of the Act entitled 'An Act to pro
vide for the establishment of a national em
ployment system and for cooperation with 
the States in the promotion of such system, 
and for other purposes', approved June 6, 1933 
(29 u.s.c. 49b(a)), 

"(2) by a State or local agency charged 
with the duty of carrying a State plan for 
child support approved under part D of title 
IV of the Social Security Act, 
shall be considered to constitute expenses in
curred in the administration of such State 
plan.". 

(b) Paragraph (9) of section 51(d) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking all that follows "agency as" and in
serting "being eligible for financial assist
ance under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act and as having continually re
ceived such financial assistance during the 
90-day period which immediately precedes 

the date on which such individual ls hired by 
the employer." 

(c) Section 9121 of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 602 note) 
ls hereby repealed. 

(d) Section 9122 of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 602 note) 
ls hereby repealed. 

(e) Section 221 of the Housing and Urban
Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 602 
note), relating to treatment under AFDC of 
certain rental payments for federally as
sisted housing, is hereby repealed. 

(f) Section 159 of the Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 602 note) 
is hereby repealed. 

(g) Section 202(d) of the Social Security 
Amendments of 1967 (81 Stat. 882; 42 U.S.C. 
602 note) is hereby repealed. 

(h) Section 233 of the Social Security Act 
Amendments of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 602 note) is 
hereby repealed. 

(i) Section 903 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C . . 11381 note), relating to dem
onstration projects to reduce number of 
AFDC families in welfare hotels, is amend
ed-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "aid to 
families with dependent children under a 
State plan approved" and inserting "assist
ance under a State program funded"; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking "aid to 
families with dependent children in the 
State under a State plan approved" and in
serting "assistance in the State under a 
State program funded". 
SEC. 106. CONTINUED APPLICATION OF CURRENT 

STANDARDS UNDER MEDICAID PRO
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act is amended-

(!) in section 1931, by inserting "subject to 
section 1931(a)," after "under this title," and 
by redesignating such section as section 1932; 
and 

(2) by inserting after section 1930 the fol
lowing new section: 
"CONTINUED APPLICATION OF AF'DC STANDARDS 

"SEC. 1931. (a) For purposes of applying 
this title on and after October l, 1995, with 
respect to a State-

"(1) except as provided in paragraph (2), 
any reference in this title (or other provision 
of law in relation to the operation of this 
title) to a provision of part A of title IV of 
this Act, or a State plan under such part, 
shall be considered a reference to such provi
sion or plan as in effect as of March 7, 1995, 
with respect to the State and eligibility for 
medical assistance under this title shall be 
determined as if such provision or plan (as in 
effect as of such date) had remained in effect 
on and after October 1, 1995; and 

"(2) any reference in section 1902(a)(5) or 
1902(a)(55) to a State plan approved under 
part A of title IV shall be deemed a reference 
to a State program funded under such part 
(as in effect on and after October 1, 1995). 

"(b) In the case of a waiver of a provision 
of part A of title IV in effect with respect to 
a State as of March 7, 1995, if the waiver af
fects eligibility of individuals for medical as
sistance under this title, such waiver may 
continue to be applied, at the option of the 
State, in relation to this title after the date 
the waiver would otherwise expire." 

(b) PLAN AMENDMENT.-Section 1902(a) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)) is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (61), 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (62) and inserting "; and", and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (62) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(63) provide for continuing to administer 
eligibility standards with respect to individ
uals who are (or seek to be) eligible for medi
cal assistance based on the application of 
section 1931.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(!) Section 
1902(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(c)) is 
amended by striking "if-" and all that fol
lows and inserting the following: "if the 
State requires individuals described in sub
section (1)(1) to apply for assistance under 
the State program funded under part A of 
title IV as a condition of applying for or re
ceiving medical assistance under this title.". 

(2) Section 1903(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396b(1)) is amended by striking paragraph 
(9). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to medical 
assistance furnished for calendar quarters 
beginning on or after October 1, 1995. 
SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in this title, this title and the amend
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
October 1, 1995. 

(b) DELAYED APPLICABILITY OF AUTHORITY 
TO TEMPORARILY REDUCE ASSISTANCE FOR 
CERTAIN FAMILIES WHICH INCLUDE A CHILD 
WHOSE PATERNITY IS NOT ESTABLISHED.-Sec
tion 405(a)(9) of the Social Security Act, as 
added by the amendment made by section 101 
of this Act, shall not apply to individuals 
who, immediately before the effective date of 
this title, are recipients of aid under a State 
plan approved under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act, until the end of the 1-
year (or, at the option of the State, 2-year) 
period that begins with such effective date. 

(C) TRANSITION RULE.-The amendments 
made by this title shall not apply with re
spect to-

(1) powers, duties, functions, rights, 
claims, penalties, or obligations applicable 
to aid or services provided before the effec
tive date of this title under the provisions 
amended; and 

(2) administrative actions and proceedings 
commenced before such date, or authorized 
before such date to be commenced, under 
such provisions. 

TITLE II-CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 
Part B of title IV of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 620-635) ls amended to read as 
follows: 
"PART B-BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES FOR 

THE PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 
"SEC. 421. PURPOSE. 

"The purpose of this part is to enable eligi
ble States to carry out a child protection 
program to-

"(1) identify and assist families at risk of 
abusing or neglecting their children; 

"(2) operate a system for receiving reports 
of abuse or neglect of children; 

"(3) investigate families reported to abuse 
or neglect their children; 

"(4) provide support, treatment, and family 
preservation services to fam111es which are, 
or are at risk of, abusing or neglecting their 
children; 

"(5) support children who must be removed 
from or who cannot live with their families; 

"(6) make timely decisions about perma
nent living arrangements for children who 
must be removed from or who cannot live 
with their families; and 

"(7) provide for continuing evaluation and 
improvement of child protection laws, regu
lations, and services. 
"SEC. 422. ELIGIBLE STATES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-As used in this part, the 
term 'eligible State' means, with respect to 
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a fiscal year, a State that, during the 3-year procedures or programs, or both (within the 
period immediately preceding the fiscal State child protective services system), to 
year, has submitted to the Secretary a plan provide for-
that includes the following: "(i) coordination and consultation with in-

"(1) OUTLINE OF CHILD PROTECTION PRO- dividuals designated by and within appro
GRAM.-A written document that outlines priate health-care facilities; 
the activities the State intends to conduct "(ii) prompt notification by individuals 
to achieve the purpose of this part, including designated by and within appropriate health
the procedures to be used for- care facilities of cases of suspected medical 

"(A) receiving reports of child abuse or ne- neglect (including instances of withholding 
glect; of medically indicated treatment from dis-

"(B) investigating such reports; abled infants with life-threatening condi-
"(C) protecting children in families in tions); and 

which child abuse or neglect is found to have "(iii) authority, under State law, for the 
occurred; State child protective service to pursue any 

"(D) removing children from dangerous legal remedies, including the authority to 
settings; initiate legal proceedings in a court of com-

"(E) protecting children in foster care; petent jurisdiction, as may be necessary to 
"(F) promoting timely adoptions; prevent the withholding of medically indi-
"(G) protecting the rights of families; cated treatment from disabled infants with 
"(H) preventing child abuse and neglect; life-threatening conditions. 

and "(B) WITHHOLDING OF MEDICALLY INDICATED 
"(I) establishing and responding to citizen TREATMENT.-As used in subparagraph (A), 

review panels under section 425. the term 'withholding of medically indicated 
"(2) CERTIFICATION OF STATE LAW REQUIRING treatment' means the failure to respond to 

THE REPORTING OF CHILD ABUSE AND NE- the infant's life-threatening conditions by 
GLECT.-A certification that the State has in providing treatment (including appropriate 
effect laws that require public officials and nutrition, hydration, and medication) which, 
other professionals to report actual or sus- in the treating physician's or physicians' 
pected instances of child abuse or neglect. reasonable medical judgment, will be most 

"(3) CERTIFICATION OF STATE PROGRAM TO likely to be effective in ameliorating or cor
INVESTIGATE CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT recting all such conditions, except that such 
CASES.-A certification that the State has in term does not include the failure to provide 
effect a program to investigate child abuse treatment (other than appropriate nutrition, 
and neglect cases. hydration, or medication) to an infant when, 

"(4) CERTIFICATION OF STATE PROCEDURES in the treating physician's or physicians' 
FOR REMOVAL AND PLACEMENT OF ABUSED OR reasonable medical judgment--
NEGLECTED CHILDREN.-A certification that "(i) the infant is chronically and irrevers-
the State has in effect procedures for re- ibly comatose; 
moval from families and placement of abused "(ii) the provision of such treatment 
or neglected children. would-

"(5) CERTIFICATION OF STATE PROCEDURES "(I) merely prolong dying; 
FOR DEVELOPING AND REVIEWING WRITTEN "(II) not be effective in ameliorating or 
PLANS FOR PERMANENT PLACEMENT OF RE- correcting all of the infant's life-threatening 
MOVED CHILDREN.-A certification that the conditions; or 
State has in effect procedures for ensuring "(Ill) otherwise be futile in terms of the 
that a written plan is prepared for children survival of the infant; or 
who have been removed from their families, "(iii) the provision of such treatment 
which specifies the goal for achieving a per- would be virtually futile in terms of the sur
manent placement for the child in a timely vival of the infant and the treatment itself 
fashion, for ensuring that the written plan is under such circumstances would be inhu
reviewed every 6 months, and for ensuring mane. 
that information about such children is col- "(9) IDENTIFICATION OF CHILD PROTECTION 
lected regularly and recorded in case GOALS.-The quantitative goals of the State 
records, and a description of such proce- child protection program. 
dures. "(b) DETERMINATIONS.-The Secretary shall 

"(6) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL determine whether a plan submitted pursu
CONTINUE TO HONOR ADOPTION ASSISTANCE ant to subsection (a) contains the material 
AGREEMENTS.-A certification that the State required by subsection (a). The Secretary 
will honor any adoption assistance agree- may not require a State to include in such a 
ment (as defined in section 475(3), as in effect plan any material not described in sub
immediately before the effective date of this section (a), and may not review the adequacy 
part) entered into by an agency of the State, of State procedUfes: 
that is in effect as of such effective date. "SEC. 423. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ClllLD PRO· 

"(7) CERTIFICATION OF STATE PROGRAM TO TECTION. 
PROVIDE INDEPENDENT LIVING SERVICES.-A "(afENTITLEMENT.-
certification that the State has in effect a / "(1) IN GENERAL.-Each eligible State shall 
program to provide independent living se;-ve' be entitled to receive from the Secretary for 
ices to individuals in the child pr~eetion each fiscal year specified in subsection (b)(l) 
program of the State who have ~t"ained 16 a grant in an amount equal to the State 
years of age but have not att~ned 20 (or, at share of the child protection amount for the 
the option of the State, 22) years of age, and fiscal year. 
who do not have a fam!Jy to which to be re- "(2) ADDITIONAL GRANT.-
turned for assistance- fo making the transl- "(A) IN GENERAL.-ln addition to a grant 
tion to self-suff~-ent adulthood. under paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 

"(8) CERTIFICATION OF STATE PROCEDURES Secretary shall pay to each eligible State for 
TO RESPOND TO REPORTING OF MEDICAL NE- each fiscal year specified in subsection (b)(l) 
GLECT OF DISABLED INFANTS.- an amount equal to the State share of the 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A certification that the amount (if any) appropriated pursuant to 
State has in place for the purpose of respond- subparagraph (B) of this paragraph for the 
ing to the reporting of medical neglect of in- fiscal year. 
fants (including instances of withholding of "(B) LIMITATION ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP
medically indicated treatment from disabled PROPRIATIONS.-For grants under subpara
infants with life-threatening conditions), graph (A), there are authorized to be appro-

priated to the Secretary an amount not to 
exceed $486,000,000 for each fiscal year speci
fied in subsection (b)(l). 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) CHILD PROTECTION AMOUNT.-The term 

'child protection amount' means-
"(A) $3,930,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
"(B) $4,195,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
"(C) $4,507,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
"(D) $4,767,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
"(E) $5,071,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
"(2) STATE SHARE.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'State share' 

means the qualified child protection ex
penses of the State divided by the sum of the 
qualified child protection expenses of all of 
the States. 

"(B) QUALIFIED CHILD PROTECTION EX
PENSES.-The term 'qualified child protec
tion expenses' means, with respect to a State 
the greater of-

"(i) l/s of the total amount of obligations to 
the State under the provisions of law speci
fied in subparagraph (B) for fiscal years 1992, 
1993, and 1994; or 

"(ii) the total amount of obligations to the 
State under such provisions of law for fiscal 
year 1994. 

"(C) PROVISIONS OF LAW.-The provisions of 
law specified in this subparagraph are the 
following (as in effect immediately before 
the effective date of this part): 

"(1) Section 474(a) (other than subpara
graphs (C) and (D) of paragraph (3)) of this 
Act. 

"(ii) Section 304 of the Family Violence 
Prevention and Services Act. 

"(iii) Section 107(a) of the Child Abuse Pre
vention and Treatment Act. 

"(iv) Section 201(d) of the Child Abuse Pre
vention and Treatment Act. 

"(v) Section 423 of this Act. 
"(3) STATE.-The term 'State' includes the 

several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the United 
States Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa. 

"(c) USE OF GRANT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a grant 

is made under this section may use the grant 
in any manner that the State deems appro
priate to accomplish the purpose of this part, 
including setting up abuse and neglect re
porting systems, abuse and neglect preven
tion, family preservation, foster care, adop
tion, program administration, and training. 

"(2) AUTHQIUTY TO tJSE- PORTION OF GRANT 
FO)t OTHER-PURPOSES.-
- "(A) IN GENERAL.-A· State may use not 
more than 30 percent of the amount of the 
grant made to the State under this section 
for fiscal year 1998 or a succeeding fiscal year 
to carry out a State program pursuant to 
any or all of the following provisions of law: 

"(1) Part A of this title. 
"(11) Title XX of this Act. 
"(iii) The Child Care and Development 

Block Grant Act of 1990. 
"(iv) Any provision of law, enacted into 

law during the 104th Congress, under which 
grants are made to States for food and nutri
tion or employment and training. 

"(B) APPLICABLE RULES.-Any amount paid 
to the State under this part that is used to 
carry out a State program pursuant to a pro
vision of law specified in subparagraph (A) 
shall not be subject to the requirements of 
this part, but shall be subject to the require
ments that apply to Federal funds provided 
directly under the provision of law to carry 
out the program. 

"(3) TIMING OF EXPENDITURES.-A State to 
which a grant is made under this section for 
a fiscal year shall expend the total amount 
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of the grant not later than the end of the im
mediately succeeding fiscal year. 

"(4) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.-This part 
shall not be interpreted to prohibit short
and long-term foster care fac111ties operated 
for profit from receiving funds provided 
under this part. 

"(d) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall pay each eligible State the amount of 
the grant payable to the State under this 
section in quarterly installments. 

"(e) PENALTIES.-
"(!) FOR USE OF GRANT IN VIOLATION OF THIS 

PART.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-If an audit conducted 

pursuant to chapter 75 of title 31, United 
States Code, finds that an amount paid to a 
State under this section for a fiscal year has 
been used in violation of this part, then the 
Secretary shall reduce the amount of the 
grant that would (in the absence of this sub
section) be payable to the State under this 
section for the immediately succeeding fiscal 
year by the amount so used. 

"(B) LIMITATION.-ln carrying out subpara
graph (A), the Secretary shall not reduce any 
quarterly payment by more than 25 percent. 

"(C) CARRYFORWARD OF UNRECOVERED PEN
ALTY.-To the extent that subparagraph (B) 
prevents the Secretary from recovering dur
ing a fiscal year the full amount of a penalty 
imposed on a State under subparagraph (A) 
for a prior fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
apply subparagraph (A) to the grant other
wise payable to the State under this section 
for the immediately succeeding fiscal year. 

"(2) FOR FAILURE TO MAINTAIN EFFORT.-If 
an audit conducted pursuant to chapter 75 of 
title 31, United States Code, finds that the 
amount expended by a State (other than 
from amounts provided by the Federal Gov
ernment) during fiscal year 1996 or 1997 to 
carry out the State program funded under 
this part is less than the total amount ex
pended by the State (other than from 
amounts provided by the Federal Govern
ment) during fiscal year 1995 under parts B 
and E of this title, then the Secretary shall 
reduce the .amount of the grant that would 
(in the absence of this subsection) be payable 
to the State under this section for the imme
diately succeeding fiscal year by the amount 
of the difference. 

"(3) FOR FAIL URE TO SUBMIT REQUIRED RE
PORT.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall re
duce by 3 percent the amount of the grant 
that would (in the absence of this sub
section) be payable to a State under this sec
tion for a fiscal year if the Secretary deter
mines that the State has not submitted the 
report required by section 427(b) for the im
mediately preceding fiscal year, within 6 
months after the end of the immediately pre
ceding fiscal year. 

"(B) RESCISSION OF PENALTY.-The Sec
retary shall rescind a penalty imposed on a 
State under subparagraph (A) with respect to 
a report for a fiscal year if the State submits 
the report before the end of the immediately 
succeeding fiscal year. 

"(f) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL AUTHORITY.
Except as expressly provided in this part, the 
Secretary may not regulate the conduct of 
States under this part or enforce any provi
sion of this part. 
"SEC. 424. CHILD PROTECTION STANDARDS. 

"Each State to which a grant is made 
under section 423 shall operate a child pro
tection program in accorance with the fol
lowing standards in order to assure the pro
tection of children: 

"(1) The primary standard by which a 
State child welfare system shall be judged is 
the protection of children. 

"(2) Each State shall investigate reports of 
abuse and neglect promptly. 

"(3) Children removed from their homes 
shall have a permanency plan and a 
dispositional hearing by a court or a court
appointed body within 3 months after a fact
finding hearing. 

"(4) All child protection cases in which the 
child is placed outside the home shall be re
viewed every 6 months unless the child is in 
a long-term placement. 
"SEC. 425. CITIZEN REVIEW PANELS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Each State to which 
a grant is made under section 423 shall estab
lish at least 3 citizen review panels. 

"(b) COMPOSITION.-Each panel established 
under subsection (a) shall be broadly rep
resen tative of the community from which 
drawn. 

"(c) FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS.-Each panel 
established under subsection (a) shall meet 
not less frequently than quarterly. 

"(d) DUTIES.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Each panel established 

under subsection (a) shall, by examining spe
c1f1c cases, determine the extent to which 
the State and local agencies responsible for 
carrying out activities under this part are 
doing so in accordance with the State plan, 
with the child protection standards set forth 
in section 424, and with any other criteria 
that the panel considers important to ensure 
the protection of children. 

"(2) CONFIDENTIALITY.-The members and 
staff of any panel established under sub
section (a) shall not disclose to any person or 
government any information about any spe
c1f1c child protection case with respect to 
which the panel is provided information. 

"(e) STATE ASSISTANCE.-Each State that 
establishes a panel under subsection (a) shall 
afford the panel access to any information 
on any case that the panel desires to review, 
and shall provide the panel with staff assist
ance in performing its duties. 

"(f) REPORTS.-Each panel established 
under subsection (a) shall make a public re
port of its activities after each meeting. 
"SEC. 426. CLEARINGHOUSE AND HOTLINE ON 

MISSING AND RUNAWAY CHILDREN. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall es

tablish and operate a clearinghouse of infor
mation on children who are missing or have 
run away from home, including a 24-hour 
toll-free telephone hotline which may be 
contacted for information on such children. 

"(b) LIMITATION ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP
PROPRIATIONS.-To carry out subsection (a), 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary not to exceed S7 ,000,000 for 
each fiscal year. 
"SEC. 427. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING. 

"(a) ANNUAL REPORTS ON STATE CHILD WEL
FARE GOALS.-On the date that is 3 years 
after the effective date of this part and annu
ally thereafter, each State to which a grant 
is made under section 423 shall submit to the 
Secretary a report that contains quan
titative information on the extent to which 
the State is making progress toward achiev
ing the goals of the State child protection 
program. 

"(b) ANNUAL STATE DATA REPORTS.-Each 
State to which a grant is made under section 
423 shall annually submit to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services a report that in
cludes the following: 

"(1) The number of children who were re
ported to the State during the year as 
abused or neglected. 

"(2) Of the number of children described in 
paragraph (1), the number with respect to 
whom such reports were substantiated. 

"(3) Of the number of children described in 
paragraph (2}-

"(A) the number that did not receive serv
ices during the year under the State program 
funded under this part; 

"(B) the number that received services dur
ing the year under the State program funded 
under this part or an equivalent State pro
gram; and 

"(C) the number that were removed from 
their fam111es during the year. 

"(4) The number of fam111es that received 
preventive services from the State during 
the year. 

"(5) The number of children who entered 
foster care under the responsib111ty of the 
State during the year. 

"(6) The number of children in foster care 
under the responsib111ty of the State who 
exited from foster care during the year. 

"(7) The types of foster care placements 
made by the State during the year, and the 
average monthly number of children in each 
type of placement. 

"(8) The average length of the foster care 
placements made by the State during the 
year. 

"(9) The age, ethnicity, gender, and family 
income of the children placed in foster care 
under the responsib111ty of the State during 
the year. 

"(10) The number of children in foster care 
under the responsib111ty of the State with re
spect to whom the State has the goal of 
adoption. 

"(11) The number of children in foster care 
under the responsib111ty of the State who 
were freed for adoption during the year. 

"(12) The number of children in foster care 
under the responsib111ty of the State whose 
adoptions were finalized during the year. 

"(13) The number of disrupted adoptions in 
the State during the year. 

"(14) Quantitative measurements showing 
whether the State is making progress toward 
the child protection goals identified by the 
State under section 422(a)(9). 

"(15) The number of infants abandoned in 
the State during the year, and the number of 
such infants who were legally adopted during 
the year and the length of time between the 
cUscovery of the abandonment and such 
adoption. 

"(16) The number of children who died dur
ing the year while in foster care under the 
responsib111ty of the State. 

"(17) The number of deaths in the State 
during the year resulting from child abuse or 
neglect. 

"(18) The number of children served by the 
independent living program of the State. 

"(19) Any other information which the Sec
retary and a majority of the States agree is 
appropriate to collect for purposes of this 
part. 

"(20) The response of the State to the find
ings and recommendations of the citizen re
view panels established by the State pursu
ant to section 425. 

"(c) AUTHORITY OF STATES TO USE ESTI
MATES.-A State may comply with a require
ment to provide precise numerical informa
tion described in subsection (b) by submit
ting an estimate which is obtained through 
the use of scient1f1cally acceptable sampling 
methods. 

"(d) ANNUAL REPORT BY THE SECRETARY.
Within 6 months after the end of each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall prepare a report 
based on information provided by the States 
for the fiscal year pursuant to subsection (b), 
and shall make the report and such informa
tion available to the Congress and the pub
lic. 

"(e) SCOPE OF STATE PROGRAM FUNDED 
UNDER THIS PART.-As used in subsection (b), 
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the term 'State program funded under this 
part' includes any equivalent State program. 
"SEC. 428. RESEARCH AND TRAINING. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall con
duct research and training in child welfare. 

"(b) LIMITATION ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP
PROPRIATIONS.-To carry out subsection (a), 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary not to exceed Sl0,000,000 for 
each fiscal year. 
"SEC. 429. NATIONAL RANDOM SAMPLE STUDY OF 

CHILD WELFARE. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall con

duct a national study based on random sam
ples of children who are at risk of child 
abuse or neglect, or are determined by 
States to have been abused or neglected. 

"(b) REQUIREMENTS.-The study required 
by subsection (a) shall-

"(1) have a longitudinal component; and 
"(2) yield data reliable at the State level 

for as many States as the Secretary deter
mines is feasible. 

"(c) PREFERRED CONTENTS.-ln conducting 
the study required by subsection (a), the Sec
retary should-

" (1) collect data on the child protection 
programs of different small States or (dif
ferent groups of such States) in different 
years to yield an occasional picture of the 
child protection programs of such States; 

"(2) carefully consider selecting the sample 
from cases of confirmed abuse or neglect; 
and 

"(3) follow each case for several years 
while obtaining information on, among other 
things-

"(A) the type of abuse or neglect involved; 
"(B) the frequency of contact with State or 

local agencies; 
"(C) whether the child involved has been 

separated from the family, and, if so, under 
what circumstances; 

"(D) the number, type, and characteristics 
of out-of-home placements of the child; and 

"(E) the average duration of each place
ment. 

" (d) REPORTS.-
" (l) IN GENERAL.-From time to time, the 

Secretary shall prepare reports summarizing 
the results of the study required by sub
section (a), and should include in such re
ports a comparison of the results of the 
study with the information reported by 
States under section 427. 

"(2) Av AILABILITY .-The Secretary shall 
make available to the public any report pre
pared under paragraph (1), in writing or in 
the form of an electronic data tape. 

" (3) AUTHORITY TO CHARGE FEE.-The Sec
retary may charge and collect a fee for the 
furnishing of reports under paragraph (2). 

"(e) FUNDING.-Out of any money in the 
Treasury of the United States not otherwise 
appropriated, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services $6,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000 to carry out this sec
tion . 
"SEC. 430. REMOVAL OF BARRIERS TO INTERETH

NIC ADOPl'ION. 
"(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section 

is to decrease the length of time that chil
dren wait to be adopted and to prevent dis
crimination in the placement of children on 
the basis of race, color, or national origin. 

" (b) MULTIETHNIC PLACEMENTS.-
" (l) PROHIBITION.-A State or other entity 

that receives funds from the Federal Govern
ment and is involved in adoption or foster 
care placements may not-

" (A) deny to any person the opportunity to 
become an adoptive or a foster parent, on the 
basis of the race, color, or national origin of 
the person, or of the child, involved; or 

"(B) delay or deny the placement of a child 
for adoption or into foster care, or otherwise 
discriminate in making a placement deci
sion, on the basis of the race, color, or na
tional origin of the adoptive or foster parent, 
or the child, involved. 

"(2) PENALTIES.-
"(A) STATE VIOLATORS.-A State that vio

lates paragraph (1) during a period shall 
remit to the Secretary all funds that were 
paid to the State under this part during the 
period. 

"(B) PRIVATE VIOLATORS.-Any other en
tity that violates paragraph (1) during a pe
riod shall remit to the Secretary all funds 
that were paid to the entity during the pe
riod by a State from funds provided under 
this part. 

"(3) PRIVATE CAUSE OF ACTION.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Any individual who is 

aggrieved by a violation of paragraph (1) by 
a State or other entity may bring an action 
seeking relief in any United States district 
court. 

"(B) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.-An action 
under this paragraph may not be brought 
more than 2 years after the date the alleged 
violation occurred.". 
SEC. 202. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF TITLE IV OF 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.-

(1) Section 452(a)(10)(C) of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(10)(C)), as amended 
by section 104(b)(2)(C) of this Act, is amend
ed-

(A) by striking "(or foster care mainte
nance payments under part E)" and inserting 
"or cash payments under a State program 
funded under part B"; and 

(B) by striking "or 471(a)(l 7)". 
(2) Section 452(g)(2)(A) of such Act (42 

U.S.C. 652(g)(2)(A)) is amended-
(A) by striking "or E" the 1st place such 

term appears and inserting "or benefits or 
services are being provided under the State 
program funded under part B"; and 

(B) by striking "or E" the 2nd place such 
term appears and inserting "or benefits or 
services were being provided under the State 
program funded under part B". 

(3) Section 456(a)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
656(a)(l)) is amended by striking " foster care 
maintenance payments" and inserting "ben
efits or services under a State program fund
ed under part B". 

(4) Section 466(a)(3)(B) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 666(a)(3)(B)), as amended by section 
104(b)(13) of this Act, is amended by striking 
"or 471(a)(l 7)". 

(b) REPEAL OF PART E OF TITLE IV OF THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.-Part E of title IV of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 671-679) is hereby re
pealed. 

( c) AMENDMENT TO TITLE XVI OF THE SO
CIAL SECURITY ACT AS IN EFFECT WITH RE
SPECT TO THE STATES.-Section 1611(c)(5)(B) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(c)(5)(B)) is amend
ed to read as follows : " (B) the State program 
funded under part B of title IV,''. 

(d) REPEAL OF SECTION 13712 OF THE OMNI
BUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1993.
Section 13712 of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is 
hereby repealed. 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 9442 OF THE OM
NIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1986.
Section 9442(4) of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 679a(4)) is 
amended by inserting "(as in effect before 
October 1, 1995)" after "Act" . 

(f) REPEAL OF SECTION 553 OF THE How ARD 
M. METZENBAUM MULTIETHNIC PLACEMENT 
ACT OF 1994.-Section 553 of the Howard M. 
Metzenbaum Multiethnic Placement Act of 

1994 (42 U.S.C. 5115a; 108 Stat. 4056) is hereby 
repealed. 

(g) REPEAL OF SUBTITLE C OF TITLE XVII OF 
THE VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL AND LAW EN
FORCEMENT ACT OF 1994.-Subtitle c of title 
XVII of the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994 is hereby repealed. 

(h) REPEAL OF SUBTITLE A OF TITLE II OF 
THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1990.-Subtitle A 
of title II of the Crime Control Act of 1990 is 
hereby repealed. 
SEC. 203. CONTINUED APPLICATION OF CURRENT 

STANDARDS UNDER MEDICAID PRO
GRAM. 

Section 1931 of the Social Security Act, as 
inserted by section 106(a)(2) of this Act, is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l)-
(A) by striking "part A of", and 
(B) by striking "under such part" and in

serting "under a part of such title"; and 
(2) in subsection (b), by striking "part A 

or·. 
SEC. 204. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-This title and the amend
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
October 1, 1995. 

(b) TRANSITION RULE.-The amendments 
made by this title shall not apply with re
spect to-

(1) powers, duties, functions, rights, 
claims, penalties, or obligations applicable 
to aid or services provided before the effec
tive date of this title under the provisions 
amended; and 

(2) administrative actions and proceedings 
commenced before such date, or authorized 
before such date to be commenced, under 
such provisions. 

TITLE III-BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD 
CARE AND FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

Subtitle A-Child Care Block Grants 
SEC. 301. AMENDMENTS TO THE CHILD CARE AND 

DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACT 
OF 1990. 

(a) GOALS.-Section 658A of the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 9801 note) is amended-

(1) in the heading of such section by insert
ing "AND GOALS" after "TITLE", 

(2) by inserting "(a) SHORT TITLE.-" before 
"This", and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) GOALS.-The goals of this subchapter 

are-
" ( 1) to allow each State maximum flexibil

ity in developing child care programs and 
policies that best suit the needs of children 
and parents within such State; 

" (2) to promote parental choice to em
power working parents to make their own 
decisions on the child care that best suits 
their family ' s needs; 

" (3) to encourage States to provide 
consumer education information to help par
ents make informed choices about child care; 

" (4) to assist States to provide child care 
to parents trying to achieve independence 
from public assistance; and 

"(5) to assist States in implementing the 
health, safety, licensing, and registration 
standards established in State regulations. " . 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 658B of the Child Care and Develop
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858) 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. ~B. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA

TIONS. 
" There is authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this subchapter $1,943,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 
and 2000." . 

(C) LEAD ENTITY.-Section 658D of the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858b) is amended-
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(1) in the heading of such section by strik

ing "AGENCY" inserting "ENTITY", 
(2) in subsection (a) by inserting "or other 

entity" after " State agency", and 
(3) by striking "lead agency" each place it 

appears and inserting "lead entity". 
(d) APPLICATION AND PLAN.-Section 658E 

of the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858c) is amend
ed-

(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) by striking "implemented-" and all 

that follows through " (2)" and inserting 
"implemented", and 

(B) by striking "for subsequent State 
plans", 

(2) in subsection (c)
(A) in paragraph (1)-
(i) in the heading of such paragraph by 

striking "AGENCY" and inserting "ENTITY", 
and 

(11) by striking "agency" and inserting 
"entity", 

(B) in paragraph (2)-
(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(1) in clause (1) by striking ", other than 

through assistance provided under paragraph 
(3)(C)," and 

(II) by striking "except" and all that fol
lows through "1992' ', and inserting " and pro
vide a detailed description of the procedures 
the State will implement to carry out the re
quirements of this subparagraph" , 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)-
(1) by striking "Provide assurances" and 

inserting " Certify", and 
(II) by inserting before the period at the 

end "and provide a detailed description of 
such procedures" , 

(ili) in subparagraph (C)-
(1) by striking " Provide assurances" and 

inserting " Certify", and 
(II) by inserting before the period at the 

end "and provide a detailed description of 
how such record is maintained and is made 
available", 

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read 
as follows: 

" (D) CONSUMER EDUCATION INFORMATION.
Provide assurances that the State wlll col
lect and disseminate to parents of eligible 
children and the general public, consumer 
education information that will promote in
formed child care choices.", 

(v) in subparagraph (E)-
(1) by striking " Provide assurances" and 

inserting " Certify" , 
(II) in clause (i) by inserting " health, safe

ty, and" after "comply with all " , 
(III) in clause (1 ) by striking "; and" at the 

end, 
(IV) by striking " that-" and all that fol 

lows through " (!)", and inserting "that" , and 
(V ) by striking " (11)" and all that follows 

through the end of such subparagraph, and 
inserting "and provide a detailed description 
of such requirements and of how such re
quirements are effectively enforced." , and 

(vi) by striking subparagraphs (F), (G), (H), 
(!) , and (J), 

(C) in paragraph (3)-
(1 ) in subparagraph (A) by inserting "or as 

authorized by section 658T" before the period 
at the end, 

(ii ) in subparagraph (B)-
(1) by striking " .-Subject to the reserva

tion contained in subparagraph (C), the" and 
inserting " AND RELATED ACTIVITIES.-The", 

(II) by inserting " , other than amounts 
transferred under section 658T," after " sub
chapter", 

(III) in clause (i ) by striking " ; and" at the 
end and inserting a period, 

(IV) by striking " for-" and all that fol
lows through " section 658E(c)(2)(A)" and in-

sertlng "for child care services, activities 
that improve the quality or availab111ty of 
such services, and any other activity that 
the State deems appropriate to realize any of 
the goals specified in paragraphs (2) through 
(5) of section 658A(b)", and 

(V) by striking clause (11), and 
(lii) by amending subparagraph (C) to read 

as follows: 
"(C) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE 

COSTS.-Not more than 5 percent of the ag
gregate amount of payments received under 
this subchapter by a State in each fiscal year 
may be expended for administrative costs in
curred by such State to carry out all its 
functions and duties under this subchapter.", 

(D) in paragraph (4)(A)-
(1) by striking "provide assurances" and 

inserting ''certify'', 
(ii) in the first sentence by inserting "and 

shall provide a summary of the facts relied 
on by the State to determine that such rates 
are sufficient to ensure such access" before 
the period, and 

(iii) by striking the last sentence, and 
(E) by striking paragraph (5). 
(e) LIMITATIONS ON STATE ALLOTMENTS

Section 658F(b)(2) of the Child Care and De
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858d(b)(2)) is amended by striking "referred 
to in section 658E(c)(2)(F)". 

(f) REPEAL OF EARMARKED REQUIRED EX
PENDITURES.-The Child Care and Develop
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9801 
note) is amended by striking sections 658G 
and 658H. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.
Section 658I(a) of the Child Care and Devel
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858g(a)) ls amended-

(!) in paragraph (1) by inserting "and" at 
the end, 

(2) by striking paragraph (2), and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
(h) PAYMENTS.-Section 658J(c) of the Child 

Care and Development Block Grant Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858h(c)) is amended-

(1 ) by striking " expended" and inserting 
"obligated" , and 

(2) by striking "3 fiscal years" and insert
ing " fiscal year" . 

(1) ANNUAL REPORT AND AUDITS.-Section 
658K of the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858i) ls 
amended-

(1) in the heading of such section by insert
ing ", EVALUATION PLANS," after "RE
PORT", 

(2) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking " , 1992" and inserting " fol

lowing the end of the first fiscal year with 
respect to which the amendments made by 
the Personal Responsibllity Act of 1995 
apply", 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

" (2) containing data on the manner in 
which the child care needs of families in the 
State are being fulfilled, including informa
tion concernlng-

"(A) the number and ages of children being 
assisted with funds provided under this sub
chapter; 

" (B) with respect to the fam111es of such 
children-

" (!) the number of other children in such 
fam111es; 

"(11 ) the number of such fam111es that in-
clude only 1 parent; · 

"(111) the number of such families that in
clude both parents; 

"(iv) the ages of the mothers of such chil
dren; 

"(v) the ages of the fathers of such chil
dren; 

"(vi) the sources of the economic resources 
of such fam111es, including the amount of 
such resources obtained from (and separately 
identified as being from)-

"(!) employment, including self-employ
ment; 

"(II) assistance received under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.); 

"(Ill) part B of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U .S.C. 620 et seq.); 

"(IV) the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.); 

"(V) the National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); 

"(VI) assistance received under title XVI of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et 
seq.); 

"(VII) assistance received under title XIV 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1351 et 
seq.); 

"(Vlli) assistance received under title XIX 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et 
seq.); 

"(IX) assistance received under title XX of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397 et 
seq.); and 

"(X) any other source of economic re
sources the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate; 

"(C) the number of such providers sepa
rately identified with respect to each type of 
child care provider specified in section 
658P(5) that provided child care services ob
tained with assistance provided under this 
subchapter; 

"(D) with respect to cost of such services
"(!) the cost imposed by such providers to 

provide such services; and 
" (11) the portion of such cost paid with as

sistance provided under this subchapter; 
" (E) with respect to consumer education 

information described in section 
658E(c)(2)(D) provided by such State-

"(i) the manner in which such information 
was provided; and 

"(11) the number of parents to whom such 
information was provided; and 

"(F) with respect to complaints received 
by such State regarding child care services 
obtained with assistance provided under this 
subchapter-

"(i) the number of such complaints that 
were found to have merit; and 

" (11) a description of the actions taken by 
the State to correct the circumstances on 
which such complaints were based.", 

(C) by striking paragraphs (3), (4), (5) , and 
(6) and inserting the following: 

" (3) containing evidence demonstrating 
that the State satisfied the requirements of 
section 658E(c)(2)(F); and 

"(4) identifying each State program oper
ated under a provision of law specified in 
section 658T to which the State transferred 
funds under the authority of such section, 
specifying the amount of funds so trans
ferred to such program, and containing a jus
tification for so transferring such amount; " , 
and 

(3) in subsection (b)-
(A) in paragraph (1) by striking " a applica

tion" and inserting " an application", 
(B) in paragraph (2) by striking "any agen

cy administering activities that receive" and 
inserting "the State that receives'', and 

(C) in paragraph (4) by striking " entitles" 
and inserting " entitled" , and 

(4 ) by redesignatlng subsection (b) as sub
section (c ), and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (a ) the fol
lowing: 
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"(b) STATE EVALUATION PLAN AND EVALUA

TION RESULTS.-
"(l) EVALUATION PLAN.-ln the first report 

submitted under subsection (a) after the date 
of the enactment of the Personal Respon
sibility Act of 1995, and in the report for each 
alternating 1-year period thereafter, the 
State shall include a plan the State intends 
to carry out in the 1-year period subsequent 
to the period for which such report is sub
mitted, to evaluate the extent to which the 
State has realized each of the goals specified 
in paragraphs (2) through (5) of section 
658A(b). The State shall include in such plan 
a description of the types of data and other 
information the State will collect to deter
mine whether the State has realized such 
goals. 

"(2) EVALUATION RESULTS.-In the second 
report submitted under subsection (a) after 
the date of the enactment of the Personal 
Responsibility Act of 1995, and in the report 
for each alternating 1-year period thereafter, 
the State shall include a summary of the re
sults of an evaluation carried out under the 
evaluation plan contained in the· report sub
mitted under subsection (a) for the preceding 
1-year period.". 

(j) REPORT BY SECRETARY.-Section 658L of 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858j) is amended-

(1) by striking ". 1993, and annually" and 
inserting "following the end of the second 
fiscal year with respect to which the amend
ments made by the Personal Responsibility 
Act of 1995 apply. and biennially", 

(2) by striking "Committee on Education 
and Labor" and inserting "Speaker", 

(3) by striking "Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources" and inserting "President 
pro tempo re", and 

(4) by striking the last sentence. 
(k) REALLOTMENTS.-Section 6580 of the 

Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858m) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l)-
(A) by striking "POSSESSIONS" and insert

ing "POSSESSIONS", 
(B) by inserting "and" after "States,", and 
(C) by striking ", and the Trust Territory 

of the Pacific Islands", 
(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as 

follows: 
"(b) STATE ALLOTMENT.-From the amount 

appropriated under section 658B for each fis
cal year remaining after reservations under 
subsection · (a), the Secretary shall allot to 
each State (excluding Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands of the United 
States, and the Commonwealth of the North
ern Mariana Islands) an amount that bears 
the same ratio to the amount so appro
priated for such fiscal year as the aggregate 
of the amounts received by the State under-

"(1) this subchapter for fiscal year 1994; 
"(2) section 403 of the Social Security Act, 

with respect to expenditures by the State for 
child care under section 402(g)(l) of such Act 
during fiscal year 1994; and 

"(3) section 403(n) of the Social Security 
Act for fiscal year 1994; 
bears to the aggregate of the amounts re
ceived by all the States (excluding Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands of the 
United States, and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands) under paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3).'', 

(3) in subsection (c)-
(A) in paragraph (2)(A) by striking "agen

cy" and inserting "entity", and 
(B) in paragraph (5) by striking "our" and 

inserting "out", 
(4) by striking subsection (e), and 
(5) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub

section (e). 

(1) DEFINITIONS.-Section 658P of the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858n) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (5)(A)-
(A) in clause (i) by striking "and" at the 

end and inserting "or", 
(B) by striking "that-" and all that fol

lows through "(i)", and inserting "that", and 
(C) by striking clause (ii), 
(2) by amending paragraph (8) to read as 

follows: 
"(8) LEAD ENTITY.-The term 'lead entity' 

means the State agency or other entity des
ignated under section 658B(a).", 

(3) by striking paragraphs (3), (10), and (12), 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol

lowing: 
"(3) CHILD CARE SERVICES.-The term 'child 

care services' means services that constitute 
physical care of a child and may include 
services that are designed to enhance the 
educational, social, cultural, emotional, and 
recreational development of a child but that 
are not intended to serve as a substitute for 
compulsory educational services.", 

(5) in paragraph (13)-
(A) by inserting "or" after "Samoa,", and 
(B) by striking ". and the Trust Territory 

of the Pacific Islands", and 
(6) by redesignating paragraphs (11), (13), 

and (14) as paragraphs (10), (11), and (12), re
spectively. 

(m) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS.-The 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 658S the following: 
"SEC. 658T. TRANSFER OF FUNDS. 

"(a) AUTHORITY.-Of the aggregate amount 
of payments received under this subchapter 
by a State in each fiscal year, the State may 
transfer not more than 20 percent for use by 
the State to carry out State programs under 
1 or more of the following provisions of law: 

"(1) Part A of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

"(2) Part B of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.). 

"(3) The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

"(4) The National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.). 

"(5) Title XX of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397 et seq.). 

"(b) REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO FUNDS 
TRANSFERRED.-Funds transferred under sub
section (a) to carry out a State program op
erated under a provision of law specified in 
such subsection shall not be subject to the 
requirements of this subchapter, but shall be 
subject to the same requirements that apply 
to Federal funds provided directly under 
such provision of law to carry out such pro
gram.''. 
SEC. 30'J. REPEAL OF CIDLD CARE ASSISTANCE 

AUTHORIZED BY ACTS OTHER THAN 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. 

(a) CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOL
ARSHIP ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1985.-Title VI of 
the Human Services Reauthorization Act of 
1986 (42 U.S.C. 10901-10905) is repealed. 

(b) STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOPMENT 
GRANTS ACT.-Subchapter E of chapter 8 of 
subtitle A of title VI of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9871-
9877) is repealed. 

(C) PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.
Title X of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended by Public 
Law 103-382 (108 Stat. 3809 et seq.), is amend
ed-

(1) in section 10413(a) by striking paragraph 
(4), 

(2) in section 10963(b)(2) by striking sub
paragraph (G ), and 

(3) in section 10974(a)(6) by striking sub
paragraph (G). 

(d) NATIVE HAWAIIAN FAMILY-BASED EDU
CATION CENTERS.-Section 9205 of the Native 
Hawaiian Education Act (Public Law 103-382; 
108 Stat. 3794) is repealed. 

Subtitle B-Family and School-Based 
Nutrition Block Grants 

CHAPI'ER I-FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM 

SEC. 321. AMENDMENT TO CHILD NUTRITION ACT 
OF 1966. 

The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1771 et seq.) is amended to read as follows: 
"SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited 
as the 'Child Nutrition Act of 1966'. 

"(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of 
contents is as follows: 
"Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
"Sec. 2. Authorization. 
"Sec. 3. Allotment. 
"Sec. 4. Application. 
"Sec. 5. Use of amounts. 
"Sec. 6. Reports. 
"Sec. 7. Penalties. 
"Sec. 8. Model nutrition standards for food 

assistance for pregnant, 
postpartum, and breastfeeding 
women, infants and children. 

"Sec. 9. Authorization of appropriations. 
"Sec. 10. Definitions. 
"SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In the case of each State 
that in accordance with section 4 submits to 
the Secretary of Agriculture an application 
for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall provide 
a grant for the year to the State for the pur
pose of achieving the goals described in sub
section (b). The grant shall consist of the al
lotment determined for the State under sec
tion 3. 

"(b) GOALS.-The goals of this Act are
"(1) to provide nutritional risk assessment, 

food assistance based on such risk assess
ment, and nutrition education and counsel
ing to economically disadvantaged pregnant 
women, postpartum women, breastfeeding 
women, infants, and young children who are 
determined to be at nutritional risk; 

"(2) to provide nutritional risk assess
ments of such women in order to provide 
food assistance and nutrition education 
which meets their specific needs; 

"(3) to provide nutrition education to such 
women in order to increase their awareness 
of the types of foods which should be 
consumed to maintain good heal th; 

"(4) to provide food assistance, including 
nutritious meal supplements, to such women 
in order to reduce incidences of low
birthweight babies and babies born with 
birth defects as a result of nutritional defi
ciencies; 

"(5) to provide food assistance, including 
nutritious meal supplements, to such 
women, infants, and young children in order 
to ensure their future good health; 

"(6) to ensure that such women, infants, 
and children are referred to other heal th 
services, including routine pediatric and ob
stetric care, when necessary; 

"(7) to ensure that children from economi
cally disadvantaged families in day care fa
cilities, family day care homes, homeless 
shelters, settlement houses, recreational 
centers, Head Start centers, Even Start pro
grams and child care facilities for children 
with disabilities receive nutritious meals, 
supplements, and low-cost milk; and 

"(8) to provide summer food service pro
grams to meet the nutritional needs of chil
dren from economically disadvantaged fami
lies during months when school is not in ses
sion. 
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"(c) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 

shall provide payments under a grant under 
this Act to States on a quarterly basis. 
"SEC. 3. ALLOTMENT. 

The Secretary shall allot the amount ap
propriated to carry out this Act for a fiscal 
year among the States as follows: 

"(l) FIRST FISCAL YEAR.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-With respect to the first 

fiscal year for which the Secretary provides 
grants to States under this Act, the amount 
allotted to each State shall bear the same 
proportion to such amount appropriated as 
the aggregate of the amounts described in 
subparagraph (B) that were received by each 
such State under the provisions of law de
scribed in such subparagraph (as such provi
sions of law were in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of the Personal 
Responsibility Act of 1995) for the preceding 
fiscal year bears to the aggregate of the 
amounts described in subparagraph (B) that 
were received by all such States under such 
provisions of law for such preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(B) AMOUNTS DESCRIBED.-The amounts 
described in this subparagraph are the fol
lowing: 

"(i) The amount received under the special 
supplemental nutrition program for women, 
infants, and children under section 17 of this 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1786). 

"(11) The amount received under the home
less children nutrition program established 
under section 17B of the National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766b). 

"(111) 87.5 percent of the sum of the 
amounts received under the following pro
grams: 

"(I) The child and adult care food program 
under section 17 of the National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766), except for sub
section (o) of such section. 

"(II) The summer food service program for 
children established under section 13 of the 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761). 

"(Ill) The special milk program estab
lished under section 3 of this Act (42 U.S.C. 
1772). 

"(2) SECOND FISCAL YEAR.-With respect to 
the second fiscal year for which the Sec
retary provides grants to States under this 
Act-

"(A) 95 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount that bears 
the same proportion to such amount appro
priated as the amount allotted to each such 
State from a grant under this Act for the 
preceding fiscal year bears to the aggregate 
of the amounts allotted to all such States 
from grants under this Act for such preced
ing fiscal year; and 

"(B) 5 percent of such amount appropriated 
shall be allotted among the States by allot
ting to each State an amount that bears the 
same proportion to such amount appro
priated as the relative number of individuals 
receiving assistance during the 1-year period 
ending on June 30 of the preceding fiscal 
year in such State from amounts received 
from a grant under this Act for such preced
ing fiscal year bears to the total number of 
individuals receiving assistance in all States 
from amounts received from grants under 
this Act for the preceding fiscal year. 

"(3) THIRD AND FOURTH FISCAL YEARS.
With respect to each of the third and fourth 
fiscal years for which the Secretary provides 
grants to States under this Act-

"(A) 90 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A); and 

"(B) 10 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(B). 

"(4) FIFTH FISCAL YEAR.-With respect to 
the fifth fiscal year for which the Secretary 
provides grants to States under this Act-

"(A) 85 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A); and 

"(B) 15 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(B). 
"SEC. 4. APPLICATION. 

"The Secretary may provide a grant under 
this Act to a State for a fiscal year only if 
the State submits to the Secretary an appli
cation containing only-

"(1) an agreement that the State will use 
amounts received from such grant in accord
ance with section 5; 

"(2) except as provided in paragraph (3), an 
agreement that the State will set minimum 
nutritional requirements for food assistance 
provided under this Act based on the most 
recent tested nutritional research available, 
except that-

"(A) such requirements shall not be con
strued to prohibit the substitution of foods 
to accommodate the medical or other special 
dietary needs of individual students; and 

"(B) such requirements shall, at a mini
mum, be based on-

"(i) the weekly average of the nutrient 
content of school lunches; or 

"(11) such other standards as the State may 
prescribe; 

"(3) an agreement that the State, with re
spect to the provision of food assistance to 
economically disadvantaged pregnant 
women, postpartum women, breastfeeding 
women, infants, and young children, shall-

"(A) implement the minimum nutritional 
requirements described in paragraph (2) for 
such food assistance; or 

"(B) implement the model nutrition stand
ards developed under section 8 for such food 
assistance; 

"(4) an agreement that the State will take 
such reasonable steps as the State deems 
necessary to restrict the use and disclosure 
of information about individuals and fami
lies receiving assistance under this Act; 

"(5) an agreement that the State will use 
not more than 5 percent of the amount of 
such grant for administrative costs incurred 
to provide assistance under this Act, except 
that costs associated with the nutritional 
risk assessment of individuals described in 
section 5(a)(l) and costs associated with nu
trition education and counseling provided to 
such individuals shall not be considered to be 
administrative costs; and 

"(6) an agreement that the State will sub
mit to the Secretary a report in accordance 
with section 6. 
"SEC. 5. USE OF AMOUNTS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may pro
vide a grant under this Act to a State only 
if the State agrees that it will use all 
amounts received from such grant-

"(1) subject to subsection (b), to provide 
nutritional risk assessment, food assistance 
based on such risk assessment, and nutrition 
education and counseling to economically 
disadvantaged pregnant women, postpartum 
women, breastfeeding women, infants, and 
young children who are determined to be at 
nutritional risk; 

"(2) to provide milk In nonprofit nursery 
schools, child care centers, settlement 
houses, summer camps, and similar institu
tions devoted to the care and training of 
children, to children from economically dis
advantaged fam111es; 

"(3) to provide food service programs in in
stitutions and family day care homes provid
ing child care to children from economically 
disadvantaged families; 

"(4) to provide summer food service pro
grams carried out by nonprofit food authori
ties, local governments, nonprofit higher 
education institutions participating in the 
National Youth Sports Program, and resi
dential nonprofit summer camps to children 
from economically disadvantaged fam111es; 
and 

"(5) to provide nutritious meals to pre
school age homeless children in shelters and 
other fac111ties serving the homeless popu
lation. 

"(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.-The State 
shall ensure that not less than 80 percent of 
the amount of the grant is used to provide 
nutritional risk assessment, food assistance 
based on such nutritional risk assessment, 
and nutrition education and counseling to 
economically disadvantaged pregnant 
women, postpartum women, breastfeeding 
women, infants, and young children under 
subsection (a)(l). 

"(c) AUTHORITY To USE AMOUNTS FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3), a State may use not more than 20 
percent of amounts received from a grant 
under this Act for a fiscal year to carry out 
a State program pursuant to any or all of the 
following provisions of law: 

"(A) Part A of title IV of the Social Secu- · 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

"(B) Part B of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.). 

"(C) Title XX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1397 et seq.). 

"(D) The National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.). 

"(E) The Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et 
seq.). 

"(2) SUFFICIENT FUNDING DETERMINATION.
Prior to using any amounts received from a 
grant under this Act for a fiscal year to 
carry out a State program pursuant to any 
or all of the provisions of law described in 
paragraph (1), the appropriate State agency 
shall make a determination that sufficient 
amounts will remain available for such fiscal 
year to carry out this Act. 

"(3) RULES GOVERNING USE OF AMOUNTS FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.-Amounts paid to the State 
under a grant under this Act that are used to 
carry out a State program pursuant to a pro
vision of law specified in paragraph (1) shall 
not be subject to the requirements of this 
Act, but shall be subject to the same require
ments that apply to Federal funds provided 
directly under the provision of law to carry 
out the program. 
"SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

"The Secretary may provide a grant under 
this Act to a State for a fiscal year only if 
the State agrees that it will submit, for such 
fiscal year, a report to the Secretary describ
ing-

"(l) the number of individuals receiving as
sistance under the grant in accordance with 
each of paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 
5(a); 

"(2) the different types of assistance pro
vided to such individuals in accordance with 
such paragraphs; 



8732 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
"(3) the extent to which such assistance 

was effective in achieving the goals de
scribed in section 2(b); 

"(4) the standards and methods the State 
is using to ensure the nutritional quality of 
such assistance, including meals and supple
ments; 

"(5) the number of low birthweight births 
in the State in such fiscal year compared to 
the number of such births in the State in the 
previous fiscal year; and 

"(6) any other information the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate. 
"SEC. 7. PENALTIES. 

"(a) PENALTY FOR USE OF AMOUNTS IN VIO
LATION OF THIS ACT.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall re
duce the amounts otherwise payable to a 
State under a grant under this Act by any 
amount paid to the State under this Act 
which an audit conducted pursuant to chap
ter 75 of title 31, United States Code, finds 
has been used in violation of this.Act. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-In carrying out para
graph (1), the Secretary shall not reduce any 
quarterly payment by more than 25 percent. 

"(b) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO SUBMIT RE
QUIRED REPORT.-The Secretary shall reduce 
by 3 percent the amount otherwise payable 
to a State under a grant under this Act for 
a fiscal year if the Secretary determines that 
the State has not submitted the report re
quired by section 6 for the immediately pre
ceding fiscal year, within 6 months after the 
end of the immediately preceding fiscal year. 
"SEC. 8. MODEL NUTRITION STANDARDS FOR 

FOOD ASSISTANCE FOR PREGNANT, 
POSTPARTUM, AND BREASTFEEDING 
WOMEN, INFANTS AND CffiLDREN. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than April 1, 
1996, the Food and Nutrition Board of the In
stitute of Medicine of the National Academy 
of Sciences, in cooperation with pediatri
cians, obstetricians, nutritionists, and direc
tors of programs providing nutritional risk 
assessment, food assistance, and nutrition 
education and counseling to economically 
disadvantaged pregnant women, postpartum 
women, breastfeeding women, infants, and 
young children, shall develop model nutri
tion standards for food assistance provided 
to such women, infants, and children under 
this Act. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT.-Such model nutrition 
standards shall require that food assistance 
provided to such women, infants, and chil
dren contain nutrients that are lacking in 
the diets of such women, infants, and chil
dren, as determined by nutritional research. 

"(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
1 year after the date on which the model nu
trition standards are developed under sub
section (a), the Food and Nutrition Board of 
the Institute of Medicine of the National 
Academy of Sciences shall prepare and sub
mit to the Congress a report regarding the 
efforts of States to implement such model 
nutrition standards. 
"SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this Act 
$4,606,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, $4, 777 ,000,000 
for fiscal year 1997, $4,936,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1998, $5,120,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, 
and $5,308,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 

"(b) AVAILABILITY.-Amounts authorized 
to be appropriated under subsection (a) are 
authorized to remain available until the end 
of the fiscal year subsequent to the fiscal 
year for which such amounts are appro
priated. 
"SEC. 10. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this Act: 
"(1) BREASTFEEDING WOMEN.-The term 

'breastfeeding women' means women up to 1 

year postpartum who are breastfeeding their 
infants. 

"(2) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.-The 
term 'economically disadvantaged' means an 
individual or a family, as the case may be, 
whose annual income does not exceed 185 
percent of the applicable family size income 
levels contained in the most recent income 
poverty guidelines prescribed by the Office of 
Management and Budget and based on data 
from the Bureau of the Census. 

"(3) INFANTS.-The term 'infants' means 
individuals under 1 year of age. 

"(4) POSTPARTUM WOMEN.-The term 
'postpartum women' means women who are 
in the 180-day period beginning on the termi
nation of pregnancy. 

"(5) PREGNANT WOMEN.-The term 'preg
nant women' means women who have 1 or 
more fetuses in utero. 

"(6) SCHOOL.-The term 'school' means a 
public or private nonprofit elementary, in
termediate, or secondary school. 

"(7) SECRETARY.-The term 'Secretary' 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

"(8) STATE.-The term 'State' means any of 
the several States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
or a tribal organization (as defined in section 
4(1) of the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(l))). 

"(9) YOUNG CHILDREN.-The term 'young 
children' means individuals who have at
tained the age of 1 but have not attained the 
age of 5.". 
CHAPI'ER 2---SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION 

BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 
SEC. 341. AMENDMENT TO NATIONAL SCHOOL 

LUNCH ACT. 
The National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 

1751 et seq.) is amended to read as follows: 
"SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited 
as the 'National School Lunch Act'. 

"(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of 
contents is as follows: 
"Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
"Sec. 2. Authorization. 
"Sec. 3. Allotment. 
"Sec. 4. Application. 
"Sec. 5. Use of amounts. 
"Sec. 6. Reports. 
"Sec. 7. Penalties. 
"Sec. 8. Assistance to children enrolled in 

private nonprofit schools and 
Department of Defense domes
tic dependents' schools in case 
of restrictions on State or fail
ure by State to provide assist
ance. 

"Sec. 9. Food service programs for depart
ment of defense overseas de
pendents' schools. 

"Sec. 10. Model nutrition standards for 
meals for students. 

"Sec. 11. Definitions. 
"SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION. 

"(a) ENTITLEMENT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In the case of each State 

that in accordance with section 4 submits to 
the Secretary of Agriculture an application 
for a fiscal year, each such State shall be en
titled to receive from the Secretary for such 
fiscal year a grant for the purpose of achiev
ing the goals described in subsection (b). 
Subject to paragraph (2), the grant shall con
sist of the allotment for such State deter
mined under section 3 of the school-based nu
trition amount for the fiscal year. 

"(2) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE COMMOD
ITIES.-9 percent of the amount of the assist-

ance available under this Act for each State 
shall be in the form of commodities. 

"(3) SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION AMOUNT.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

Act, the term 'school-based nutrition 
amount' means, subject to the reservation 
contained in subparagraph (B), $6,681,000,000 
for fiscal year 1996, $6,956,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1997, $7,237,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, 
$7 ,538,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, and 
$7,849,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 

"(B) RESERVATION.-For each fiscal year 
described in subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall reserve an amount equal to the amount 
determined under subsection (c) of section 9 
for such fiscal year from the school-based 
nutrition amount for the purpose of estab
lishing and carrying out nutritious food 
service programs at Department of Defense 
overseas dependents' schools in accordance 
with such section. 

"(4) AVAILABILITY.-Payments under a 
grant to a State from the allotment deter
mined under section 3 for any fiscal year 
may be obligated by the State in that fiscal 
year or in the succeeding fiscal year. 

"(b) GoALS.-The goals of this Act are
"(1) to safeguard the health and well-being 

of children through the provision of nutri
tious, well-balanced meals and food supple
ments; 

"(2) to provide economically disadvantaged 
children access to nutritious free or low cost 
meals, food supplements, and low-cost milk; 

"(3) to ensure that children served under 
this Act are receiving the nutrition they re
quire to take advantage of the educational 
opportunities provided to them; 

"(4) to emphasize foods which are natu
rally good sources of vitamins and minerals 
over foods which have been enriched with vi
tamins and minerals and are high in fat or 
sodium content; 

"(5) to provide a comprehensive school nu
trition program for children; and 

"(6) to minimize paperwork burdens and 
administrative expenses for participating 
schools. 

"(c) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
shall provide payments under a grant under 
this Act to States on a quarterly basis. 
"SEC. S. ALLOTMENT. 

"The Secretary shall allot the amount ap
propriated to carry out this Act for a fiscal 
year among the States as follows: 

"(l) FIRST FISCAL YEAR.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-With respect to the first 

fiscal year for which the Secretary provides 
grants to States under this Act, the amount 
allotted to each State shall bear the same 
proportion to such amount appropriated as 
the aggregate of the amounts described in 
subparagraph (B) that were received by each 
such State under the provisions of law de
scribed in such subparagraph (as such provi
sions of law were in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of the Personal 
Responsibility Act of 1995) for the preceding 
fiscal year bears to the aggregate of the 
amounts described in subparagraph (B) that 
were received by all such States under such 
provisions of law for such preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(B) AMOUNTS DESCRIBED.-The amounts 
described in this subparagraph are the fol
lowing: 

"(i) The amount received under the school 
breakfast program established under section 
4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773). 

"(ii) The amount received under the school 
lunch program established under this Act (42 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.). 



March 22, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8733 
"(iii) 12.5 percent of the sum of the 

amounts received under the following pro
grams: 

"(I ) The child and adult care food program 
under section 17 of this Act (42 U.S.C. 1766), 
except for subsection (o) of such section. 

" (II) The summer food service program for 
children established under section 13 of this 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1761). 

"(ill) The special milk program estab
lished under section 3 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772). 

"(2) SECOND FISCAL YEAR.-With respect to 
the second fiscal year for which the Sec
retary provides grants to States under this 
Act-

"(A) 95 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount that bears 
the same proportion to such amount appro
priated as the amount allotted to each such 
State from a grant under this Act for the 
preceding fiscal year bears to the aggregate 
of the amounts allotted to all such States 
from grants under this Act for such preced
ing fiscal year; and 

"(B) 5 percent of such amount appropriated 
shall be allotted among the States by allot
ting to each State an amount that bears the 
same proportion to such amount appro
priated as the relative number of meals 
served during the 1-year period ending on 
June 30 of the preceding fiscal year in a 
State from amounts received from a grant 
under this Act for such preceding fiscal year 
bears to the total number of meals served in 
all States from amounts received from 
grants under this Act for the preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(3) THIRD AND FOURTH FISCAL YEARS.
With respect to each of the third and fourth 
fiscal years for which the Secretary provides 
grants to States under this Act-

"(A) 90 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A); and 

"(B) 10 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(B). 

"(4) FIFTH FISCAL YEAR.-With respect to 
the fifth fiscal year for which the Secretary 
provides grants to States under this Act-

" (A) 85 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 
allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A); and 

"(B) 15 percent of such amount appro
priated shall be allotted among the States by 

. allotting to each State an amount deter
mined in accordance with the formula de
scribed in paragraph (2)(B). 
"SEC. 4. APPLICATION. 

"The Secretary may provide a grant under 
this Act to a State for a fiscal year only if 
the State submits to the Secretary an appli
cation containing only-

" (l) an agreement that the State will use 
amounts received from such grant in accord
ance with section 5; 

" (2) except as provided in paragraph (3), an 
agreement that the State will set minimum 
nutritional requirements for meals provided 
under this Act based on the most recent test
ed nutritional research available, except 
that-

"(A) such requirements shall not be con
strued to prohibit the substitution of foods 
to accommodate the medical or other special 
dietary needs of individual students; and 

"(B) such requirements shall, at a mini
mum, be based on-

" (i) the weekly average of the nutrient 
content of school lunches; or 

" (ii) such other standards as the State may 
prescribe; 

"(3) an agreement that the State, with re
spect to the provision of meals to students, 
shall-

"(A) implement the minimum nutritional 
requirements described in paragraph (2) for 
such meals; or 

"(B) implement the model nutrition stand
ards developed under section 10 for such 
meals; 

"(4) an agreement that the State will take 
such reasonable steps as the State deems 
necessary to restrict the use and disclosure 
of information about individuals and fami
lies receiving assistance under this Act; 

"(5) an agreement that the State will use 
not more than 2 percent of the amount of 
such grant for administrative costs incurred 
to provide assistance under this Act; and 

"(6) an agreement that the State will sub
mit to the Secretary a report in accordance 
with section 6. 
"SEC. 5. USE OF AMOUNTS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may pro
vide a grant under this Act to a State only 
if the State agrees that it will use all 
amounts received from such grant to provide 
assistance to schools to establish and carry 
out nutritious food service programs that 
provide affordable meals and supplements to 
students, which may include-

"(l) nonprofit school breakfast programs; 
"(2) nonprofit school lunch programs; 
" (3) nonprofit before and after school sup-

plement programs; 
"(4) nonprofit low-cost milk services; and 
"(5) nonprofit summer meals programs. 
" (b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-
"(l) MINIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT FOR FREE 

OR LOW COST MEALS OR SUPPLEMENTS.-In pro
viding assistance to schools to establish and 
carry out nutritious food service programs in 
accordal}ce with subsection (a), the State 
shall ensure that not less than 80 percent of 
the amount of the grant is used to provide 
free or low cost meals or supplements to eco
nomically disadvantaged children. 

"(2) PROVISION OF FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS 
IN PRIVATE NONPROFIT SCHOOLS AND DEPART
MENT OF DEFENSE DOMESTIC DEPENDENTS' 
SCHOOLS.-To the extent consistent with the 
number of children in the State who are en
rolled in private nonprofit schools and De
partment of Defense domestic dependents' 
schools, the State, after timely and appro
priate consultation with representatives of 
such schools, as the case may be, shall en
sure that nutritious food service programs 
are established and carried out in such 
schools in accordance with subsection (a) on 
an equitable basis with nutritious food serv
ice programs established and carried out in 
public nonprofit schools in the State. 

" (c) AUTHORITY To USE AMOUNTS FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3), a State may use not more than 20 
percent of amounts received from a grant 
under this Act for a fiscal year to carry out 
a State program pursuant to any or all of the 
following provisions of law: 

" (A) Part A of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

" (B) Part B of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq). 

"(C) Title XX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1397 et seq. ). 

" (D) The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 1771 et seq.). 

"(E) The Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et 
seq.). 

"(2) SUFFICIENT FUNDING DETERMINATION.
Prior to using any amounts received from a 
grant under this Act for a fiscal year to 
carry out a State program pursuant to any 
or all of the provisions of law described in 
paragraph (1), the appropriate State agency 
shall make a determination that sufficient 
amounts will remain available for such fiscal 
year to carry out this Act. 

"(3) RULES GOVERNING USE OF AMOUNTS FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES.-Amounts paid to the State 
under a grant under this Act that are used to 
carry out a State program pursuant to a pro
vision of law specified in paragraph (1) shall 
not be subject to the requirements of this 
Act, but shall be subject to the same require
ments that apply to Federal funds provided 
directly under the provision of law to carry 
out the program. 

"(d) LIMITATION ON PROVISION OF COMMOD
ITIES TO CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, PRIVATE 
NONPROFIT SCHOOLS, AND DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE DOMESTIC DEPENDENTS' SCHOOLS.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-A State may not require 
a school district, private nonprofit school, or 
Department of Defense domestic dependents' 
school described in paragraph (2), except 
upon the request of such school district, pri
vate school, or domestic dependents' school, 
as the case may be, to accept commodities 
for use in the food service program of such 
school district, private school, or domestic 
dependents ' school in accordance with this 
section. Such school district, private school, 
or domestic dependents' school may continue 
to receive commodity assistance in the form 
that it received such assistance as of Janu
ary 1, 1987. 

"(2) SCHOOL DISTRICT, PRIVATE NONPROFIT 
SCHOOL, AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DOMES
TIC DEPENDENTS' SCHOOL DESCRIBED.-A 
school district, private nonprofit school, or 
Department of Defense domestic dependents' 
school described in this paragraph is a school 
district, private nonprofit school, or Depart
ment of Defense domestic dependents' 
school, as the case may be, that as of Janu
ary 1, 1987, was receiving all cash payments 
or all commodity letters of credit in lieu of 
entitlement commodities for the school 
lunch program of such school district, pri
vate school, or domestic dependents' school 
under section 18(b) of the National School 
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.), as such 
section was in effect on the day before the 
date of the enactment of the Personal Re
sponsibility Act of 1995. 

"(e) PROHIBITION ON PHYSICAL SEGREGA
TION, OVERT IDENTIFICATION, OR OTHER DIS
CRIMINATION WITH RESPECT TO CHILDREN ELI
GIBLE FOR FREE OR Low COST MEALS OR SUP
PLEMENTS.-In providing assistance to 
schools to establish and carry out nutritious 
food service programs in accordance with 
subsection (a), the State shall ensure that 
such schools do not-

"(l) physically segregate children eligible 
to receive free or low cost meals or supple
ments on the basis of such eligibility; 

"(2) provide for the overt identification of 
such children by special tokens or tickets, 
announced or published list of names, or 
other means; or 

"(3) otherwise discriminate against . such 
children. 
"SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

"The Secretary may provide a grant under 
this Act to a State for a fiscal year only if 
the State agrees that it will submit, for such 
fiscal year, a report to the Secretary describ
ing-
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"(1) the number of individuals receiving as

sistance under the grant; 
"(2) the different types of assistance pro

vided to such individuals; 
" (3) the total number of meals served to 

students under the grant, including the per
centage of such meals served to economi
cally disadvantaged students; 

"(4) the extent to which such assistance 
was effective in achieving the goals de
scribed in section 2(b); 

"(5) the standards and methods the State 
is using to ensure the nutritional quality of 
such assistance, including meals and supple
ments; and 

"(6) any other information the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate. 
"SEC. 7. PENALTIES. 

"(a) PENALTY FOR USE OF AMOUNTS IN VIO
LATION OF THIS ACT.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall re
duce the amounts otherwise payable to a 
State under a grant under this Act by any 
amount paid to the State under this Act 
which an audit conducted pursuant to chap
ter 75 of title 31, United States Code, finds 
has been used in violation of this Act. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-In carrying out para
graph (1), the Secretary shall not reduce any 
quarterly payment by more than 25 percent. 

"(b) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO SUBMIT RE
QUIRED REPORT.-The Secretary shall reduce 
by 3 percent the amount otherwise payable 
to a State under a grant under this Act for 
a fiscal year if the Secretary determines that 
the State has not submitted the report re
quired by section 6 for the immediately pre
ceding fiscal year, within 6 months after the 
end of the immediately preceding fiscal year. 
"SEC. 8. ASSISTANCE TO CHILDREN ENROLLED 

IN PRIVATE NONPROFIT SCHOOLS 
AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DO
MESTIC DEPENDENTS' SCHOOLS IN 
CASE OF RESTRICTIONS ON STATE 
OR FAILURE BY STATE TO PROVIDE 
ASSISTANCE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-If, by reason of any 
other provision of law, a State is prohibited 
from providing assistance from amounts re
ceived from a grant under this Act to private 
nonprofit schools or Department of Defense 
domestic dependents' schools for a fiscal 
year to establish and carry out nutritious 
food service programs in such schools in ac
cordance with section 5(a), or the Secretary 
determines that a State has substantially 
failed or is unwilling to provide such assist
ance to such private nonprofit schools or do
mestic dependents' schools for such fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall, after consultation 
with appropriate representatives of the State 
and private nonprofit schools or domestic de
pendents' schools, as the case may be, ar
range for the provision of such assistance to 
private nonprofit schools or domestic de
pendents' schools in the State for such fiscal 
year in accordance with the requirements 
this Act. 

"(b) REDUCTION IN AMOUNT OF STATE 
GRANT.-If the Secretary arranges for the 
provision of assistance to private nonprofit 
schools or Department of Defense domestic 
dependents' schools in a State for a fiscal 
year under subsection (a), the amount of the 
grant for such State for such fiscal year 
shall be reduced by the amount of such as
sistance provided to such private nonprofit 
schools or domestic dependents' schools, as 
the case may be. 
"SEC. 9. FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR DEPART· 

MENT OF DEFENSE OVERSEAS DE· 
PENDENTS' SCHOOLS. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
make available to the Secretary of Defense 
for each fiscal year funds and commodities 

in an amount determined in accordance with 
subsection (c) for the purpose of establishing 
and carrying out nutritious food service pro
grams that provide affordable meals and sup
plements to students attending Department 
of Defense overseas dependents' schools. 

" (b) REQUIREMENTS.-In carrying out nutri
tious food service programs under subsection 
(a), the Secretary of Defense-

" (l) shall ensure that not less than 80 per
cent of the amount of assistance provided to 
each school for a fiscal year is used to pro
vide free or low cost meals or supplements to 
economically disadvantaged children; and 

"(2) shall ensure that, with respect to the 
provision of meals to students, each such 
school will-

"(A) implement minimum nutritional re
quirements for meals provided under this 
section based on the most recent tested nu
tritional research available, except that-

"(i) such requirements shall not be con
strued to prohibit the substitution of foods 
to accommodate the medical or other special 
dietary needs of individual students; and 

"(11) such requirements shall, at a mini
mum, be based on-

"(I) the weekly average of the nutrient 
content of school lunches; or 

"(II) such other standards as the Secretary 
of Agriculture may prescribe; or 

" (B) implement the model nutrition stand
ards developed under section 10 for such 
meals. 

"(c) AMOUNT AND SOURCE OF FUNDS AND 
COMMODITIES.-

"(l) AMOUNT.-The Secretary, in consulta
tion with the Secretary of Defense, shall de
termine the amount of funds and commod
ities necessary for each fiscal year to estab
lish and carry out nutritious food service 
programs described in subsection (a). 

"(2) SOURCE.-Such amount of funds and 
commodities shall consist of the reservation 
of the school-based nutrition amount in ac
cordance with section 2(a)(3)(B). 
"SEC. 10. MODEL NUTRITION STANDARDS FOR 

MEALS FOR STUDENTS. 
"(a) MODEL NUTRITION STANDARDS.-Not 

later than April l, 1996, the Food and Nutri
tion Board of the Institute of Medicine of the 
National Academy of Sciences, in coopera
tion with nutritionists and directors of pro
grams providing meals to students under 
this Act, shall develop model nutrition 
standards for meals provided to such stu
dents under this Act. 

"(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
1 year after the date on which the model nu
trition standards are developed under sub
section (a), the Food and Nutrition Board of 
the Institute of Medicine of the National 
Academy of Sciences shall prepare and sub
mit to the Congress a report regarding the 
efforts of States to implement such model 
nutrition standards. 
"SEC. 11. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this Act: 
" (l) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DOMESTIC DE

PENDENTS' SCHOOL.-The term 'Department 
of Defense domestic dependents' school' 
means an elementary or secondary school es
tablished pursuant to section 2164 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

"(2) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE OVERSEAS DE
PENDENTS' SCHOOL.-The term 'Department 
of Defense overseas dependents' school' 
means a Department of Defense dependents' 
school which is located outside the United 
States and the territories or possessions of 
the United States. 

' '(3) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.- The 
term 'economically disadvantaged' means an 
individual or a family, as the case may be, 

whose annual income does not exceed 185 
percent of the applicable family size income 
levels contained in the most recent income 
poverty guidelines prescribed by the Office of 
Management and Budget and based on data 
from the Bureau of the Census. 

"(4) SCHOOL.-The term 'school' means a 
public or private nonprofit elementary, in
termediate, or secondary school. 

" (5) SECRETARY.-The term 'Secretary' 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

" (6) STATE.-The term 'State' means any of 
the several States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
or a tribal organization (as defined in section 
4(1) of the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(l))).". 

CHAPI'ER ~MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 361. REPEALERS. 
The following Acts are repealed: 
(1) The Commodity Distribution Reform 

Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (Public 
Law 100-237; 101Stat.1733). 

(2) The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthor
ization Act of 1989 (Public Law 101-147; 103 
Stat. 877). 
Subtitle C-Other Repealers and Conforming 

Amendments 
SEC. 371. AMENDMENTS TO LAWS RELATING TO 

CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT. 
(a) ABANDONED INFANTS ASSISTANCE.-
(1) REPEALER.-The Abandoned Infants As

sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is re
pealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
421(7) of the Domestic Volunteer Service Act 
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5061(7)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(7) the term 'boarder baby' means an in
fant who is medically cleared for discharge 
from an acute-care hospital setting, but re
mains hospitalized because of a lack of ap
propriate out-of-hospital placement alter
natives;". 

(b) CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREAT
MENT.-

(1) REPEALER.-The Child Abuse Preven
tion and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C. 5101 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The Victims 
of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601 et seq.) 
is amended-

(A) in section 1402-
(i) in subsection (d)-
(I) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(II) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 
(11) by striking subsection (g); and 
(B) by striking section 1404. 
(C) ADOPTION OPPORTUNITIES.-The Child 

Abuse Prevention and Treatment and Adop
tion Reform Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5111 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

(d) CRISIS NURSERIES.-The Temporary 
Child Care for Children with Disabilities and 
Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 5117 et 
seq.) is amended-

(1) in the title heading by striking " AND 
CRISIS NURSERIES"; 

(2) in section 201 by striking "and Crisis 
Nurseries"; 

(3) in section 202-
(A) by striking " provide: (A) temporary" 

and inserting "to provide temporary"; and 
(B) by striking "children, and (B)" and all 

that follows through the period and inserting 
" children." ; 

(4) by striking section 204; and 
(5) in section 20&-
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(A) in subsection (a)-
(i) in paragraph (l)(A) by striking "or 204" ; 

and 
(ii) in paragraph (2)-
(I) by striking subparagraph (D); and 
(II) by redesignating subparagraph CE) as 

subparagraph (D); 
(B) by striking subsection (b)(3); and 
(C) in subsection (d)-
(i) by striking paragraph (3); and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 

as paragraph (3) and (4), respectively. 
(e) MISSING CHILDREN'S ASSISTANCE ACT.

The Missing Children's Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5771-5779) is repealed. 

(f) FAMILY SUPPORT CENTERS.-Subtitle F 
of title VII of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11481-
11489) is repealed. 

(g) INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION OF 
CHILD ABUSE CASES.-Subtitle A of title II of 
the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 13001-13004) is repealed. 

(h) REPEAL OF FAMILY UNIFICATION PRO
GRAM.-Subsection (x) of section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f(x)) is repealed. 

Subtitle D-Related Provisions 
SEC. 381. REQUIREMENT THAT DATA RELATING 

TO THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY IN 
THE UNITED STATES BE PUBLISHED 
AT LEAST EVERY 2 YEARS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall, to 
the extent feasible, produce and publish for 
each State, county, and local unit of general 
purpose government for which data have 
been compiled in the then most recent cen
sus of population under section 141(a) of title 
13, United States Code, and for each school 
district, data relating to the incidence of 
poverty. Such data may be produced by 
means of sampling, estimation, or any other 
method that the Secretary determines will 
produce current, comprehensive, and reliable 
data. 

(b) CONTENT; FREQUENCY.-Data under this 
section-

(!) shall include-
(A) for each school district, the number of 

children age 5 to 17, inclusive, in families 
below the poverty level; and 

(B) for each State and county referred to in 
subsection (a), the number of individuals age 
65 or older below the poverty level; and 

(2) shall be published-
(A) for each State, county, and local unit 

of general purpose government referred to in 
subsection (a), in 1996 and at least every sec
ond year thereafter; and 

(B) for each school district, in 1998 and at 
least every second year thereafter. 

(C) AUTHORITY TO AGGREGATE.- , 
(1) IN GENERAL.-If reliable data could not 

otherwise be produced, the Secretary may, 
for purposes of subsection (b)(l)(A), aggre
gate school districts, but only to the extent 
necessary to achieve reliability. 

(2) INFORMATION RELATING TO USE OF AU
THORITY.-Any data produced under this sub
section shall be appropriately identified and 
shall be accompanied by a detailed expla
nation as to how and why aggregation was 
used (including the measures taken to mini
mize any such aggregation). 

(d) REPORT TO BE SUBMITTED WHENEVER 
DATA Is NOT TIMELY PUBLISHED.-If the Sec
retary is unable to produce and publish the 
data required under this section for any 
State, county, local unit of general purpose 
government, or school district in any year 
specified in subsection (b)(2), a report shall 
be submitted by the Secretary to the Presi
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, not later than 90 
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days before the start of the following year, 
enumerating each government or school dis
trict excluded and giving the reasons for the 
exclusion. 

(e) CRITERIA RELATING TO POVERTY.-In 
carrying out this section, the Secretary shall 
use the same criteria relating to poverty as 
were used in the then most recent census of 
population under section 141(a) of title 13, 
United States Code (subject to such periodic 
adjustments as may be necessary to com
pensate for inflation and other similar fac
tors). 

(f) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall 
consult with the Secretary of Education in 
carrying out the requirements of this section 
relating to school districts. 

(g) DEFINITION.-For the purpose of this 
section, the term "Secretary" means the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $1,500,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 
SEC. 382. DATA ON PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

AND OUTCOMES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

produce data relating to participation in pro
grams authorized by this Act by families and 
children. Such data may be produced by 
means of sampling, estimation, or any other 
method that the Secretary determines will 
produce comprehensive and reliable data. 

(b) CONTENT.-Data under this section shall 
include, but not be limited to-

(1) changes in participation in welfare, 
health, education, and employment and 
training programs, for families and children, 
the duration of such participation, and the 
causes and consequences of any changes in 
program participation; 

(2) changes in employment status, income 
and poverty status, family structure and 
process, and children's well-being, over time, 
for families and children participating in 
Federal programs and, if appropriate, other 
low-income families and children, and the 
causes and consequences of such changes; 
and 

(3) demographic data, including household 
composition, marital status, relationship of 
householders, racial and ethnic designation, 
age, and educational attainment. 

(c) FREQUENCY.-Data under this section 
shall reflect the period 1993 through 2002, and 
shall be published as often as practicable 
during that time, but in any event no later 
than December 31, 2003. 

(d) DEFINITION.-For the purpose of this 
section, the term " Secretary" means the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,500,000 in fiscal year 
1996, $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997 
through 2002, and $2,000,000 for fiscal year 
2003. 
Subtitle E-General Effective Date; Preserva

tion of Actions, Obligations, and Rights 
SEC. 391. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
this title and the amendments made by this 
title shall take effect on October 1, 1995. 
SEC. 392. APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS AND 

RE PEALE RS. 
An amendment or repeal made by this title 

shall not apply with respect to-
(1) powers, duties, functions, rights, 

claims, penalties, or obligations applicable 
to financial assistance provided before the 
effective date of amendment or repeal , as the 
case may be, under the Act so amended or so 
repealed; and 

(2) administrative actions and proceedings 
commenced before such date, or authorized 

before such date to be commenced, under 
such Act. 

TITLE IV-RESTRICTING WELFARE AND 
PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS 

SEC. 400. STATEMENTS OF NATIONAL POLICY 
CONCERNING WELFARE AND IMMI
GRATION. 

The Congress makes the following state
ments concerning national policy with re
spect to welfare and immigration: 

(1) Self-sufficiency has been a basic prin
ciple of United States immigration law since 
this country's earliest immigration statutes. 

(2) It continues to be the immigration pol
icy of the United States that-

(A) aliens within the nation's borders not 
depend on public resources to meet their 
needs, but rather rely on their own capabili
ties and the resources of their families, their 
sponsors, and private organizations, and 

(B) the availability of public benefits not 
constitute an incentive for immigration to 
the United States. 

(3) Despite the principle of self-sufficiency, 
aliens have been applying for and receiving 
public benefits from Federal, State, and 
local governments at increasing rates. 

(4) Current eligibility rules for public as
sistance and unenforceable financial support 
agreements have proved wholly incapable of 
assuring that individual aliens not burden 
the public benefits system. 

(5) It is a compelling government interest 
to enact new rules for eligibility and spon
sorship agreements in order to assure that 
aliens be self-reliant in accordance with na
tional immigration policy. 

(6) It is a compelling government interest 
to remove the incentive for illegal immigra
tion provided by the availability of public 
benefits. 

Subtitle A-Eligibility for Federal Benefits 
Programs 

SEC. 401. INELIGIBILITY OF ILLEGAL ALIENS FOR 
CERTAIN PUBLIC BENEFITS PRO
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
in subsections (b) and (c), any alien who is 
not lawfully present in the United States 
shall not be eligible for any Federal means
tested public benefits program (as defined in 
section 431(d)(2)). 

(b) EXCEPTION FOR EMERGENCY ASSIST
ANCE.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to the 
provision of non-cash, in-kind emergency as
sistance (1nc1Uding emergency medical serv
ices). 

(C) TREATMENT OF HOUSING-RELATED AS
SISTANCE.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any program for housing or community de
velopment assistance administered by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, any program under title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949, or any assistance under 
section 306C of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act, except that in ·the 
case of financial assistance (as defined in 
section 214(b) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1980), the provisions of 
section 214 of such Act shall apply instead of 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 402. INELIGIBILITY OF NONIMMIGRANTS 

FOR CERTAIN PUBLIC BENEFITS 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
in subsectlons (b) and (c), any alien who is 
lawfully present in the United States as a 
nonimmigrant shall not be eligible for any 
Federal means-tested public benefits pro
gram. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
(!) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.-Subsection (a) 

shall not apply to the provision of non-cash, 
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in-kind emergency assistance (including 
emergency medical services). 

(2) ALIENS GRANTED ASYLUM.-Subsection 
(a) shall not apply to an alien who is granted 
asylum under section 208 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act or whose deportation 
has been withheld under section 243(h) of 
such Act. 

(3) CURRENT LEGAL RESIDENT EXCEPI'ION.
Subsection (a) shall not apply to the eligi
b111ty of an alien for a program until 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
if, on such date of enactment, the alien is 
lawfully residing in any State or any terri
tory or possession of the United States and is 
eligible for the program. 

(4) TREATMENT OF TEMPORARY AGRICUL
TURAL WORKERS.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to a nonimmigrant admitted as a tem
porary agricultural worker under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(11)(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act or as the spouse or minor 
child of such a worker under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(11i) of such Act. 

(C) TREATMENT OF HOUSING-RELATED AS
SISTANCE.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any program for housing or community de
velopment assistance administered by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, any program under title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949, or any assistance under 
section 306C of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act, except that in the 
case of financial assistance (as defined in 
section 214(b) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1980), the provisions of 
section 214 of such Act shall apply instead of 
subsection (a). 

(d) TREATMENT OF ALIENS PAROLED INTO 
THE UNITED STATES.-An alien who is paroled 
into the United States under section 212(d)(5) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act for a 
period of less than 1 year shall be considered, 
for purposes of this subtitle, to be lawfully 
present in the United States as a non
immigrant. 
SEC. 403. LIMITED ELIGIBILITY OF IMMIGRANTS 

FOR 5 SPECIFIED FEDERAL PUBLIC 
BENEFITS PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
in subsections (b) and (c), any alien who is 
lawfully present in the United States (other 
than as a nonimmigrant to which section 
402(a) or 402(c) applies) shall not be eligible 
for any of the following Federal means-test
ed public benefits programs: 

(1) SSI.-The supplemental security in
come program under title XVI of the Social 
Security Act. 

(2) TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAM
ILIES.-The program of block grants to 
States for temporary assistance for needy 
fam111es under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act. 

(3) SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT.-The 
program of block grants to States for social 
services under title XX of the Social Secu
rity Act. 

(4) MEDICAID.-The program of medical as
sistance under title XIX of the Social Secu
rity Act. 

(5) FOOD STAMPS.-The program under the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
(1) TIME-LIMITED EXCEPTION FOR REFU

GEES.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to an 
alien admitted to the United States as a ref
ugee under section 207 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act until 5 years after the 
date of such alien's arrival into the United 
States. 

(2) CERTAIN LONG-TERM, PERMANENT RESI
DENT, AGED ALIENS.-Subsectlon (a) shall not 
apply to an alien who-

(A) has been lawfully admitted to the Unit
ed States for permanent residence; 

(B) is over 75 years of age; and 
(C) has resided in the United States for at 

least 5 years. 
(3) VETERAN AND ACTIVE DUTY EXCEPI'ION.

Subsection (a) shall not apply to an alien 
who is lawfully residing in any State (or any 
territory or possession of the United States) 
and is---

(A) a veteran (as defined in section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code) with a discharge 
characterized as an honorable discharge, 

(B) on active duty (other than active duty 
for training) in the Armed Forces of the 
United States, or 

(C) the spouse or unmarried dependent 
child of an individual described in subpara
graph (A) or (B). · 

Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in the case 
of a veteran who has been separated from 
military service on account of alienage. 

(4) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.-Subsection (a) 
shall not apply to the provision of non-cash, 
in-kind emergency assistance (including 
emergency medical services). 

(5) TRANSITION FOR CURRENT BENE
FICIARIES.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
the eligib111ty of an alien for a program until 
1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act if, on such date of enactment, the alien 
is lawfully residing in any State or any terri
tory or possession of the United States and is 
eligible for the program. 
SEC. 404. NOTIFICATION. 

Each Federal agency that administers a 
program to which section 401, 402, or 403 ap
plies shall, directly or through the States, 
post information and provide general notifi
cation to the public and to program recipi
ents of the changes regarding eligib111ty for 
any such program pursuant to this subtitle. 

Subtitle B-Eligibility for State and Local 
Public Benefits Programs 

SEC. 411. INELIGIBILITY OF ILLEGAL ALIENS FOR 
STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC BENE
FITS PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as other
wise provided in this section, no alien who is 
not lawfully present in the United States (as 
determined in accordance with regulations 
of the Attorney General) shall be eligible for 
any State means-tested public benefits pro
gram (as defined in section 431(d)(3)). 

(b) EXCEPI'ION FOR EMERGENCY ASSIST
ANCE.-Subsectlon (a) shall not apply to the 
provision of non-cash, in-kind emergency as
sistance (including emergency medical serv
ices). 
SEC. 412. INELIGIBILITY OF NONIMMIGRANTS 

FOR STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC BEN
EFITS PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as other
wise provided in this section, no alien who ls 
lawfully present in the United States as a 
nonimmigrant shall be eligible for any State 
means-tested public benefits program (as de
fined in section 431(d)(3)). 

(b) EXCEPI'IONS.-
(1) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.-The limita

tions under subsection (a) shall not apply to 
the provision of non-cash, in-kind emergency 
assistance (including emergency medical 
services). 

(2) ALIENS GRANTED ASYLUM.-Subsectlon 
(a) shall not apply to an alien who is granted 
asylum under section 208 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act or whose deportation 
has been withheld under section 243(h) of 
such Aot. 

(3) TREATMENT OF TEMPORARY AGRICUL
TURAL WORKERS.-Subsectlon (a) shall not 

apply to a nonlmmigrant admitted as a tem
porary agricultural worker under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(11)(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act or as the spouse or minor 
child of such a worker under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(111) of such Act. 

(C) TREATMENT OF ALIENS PAROLED INTO 
THE UNITED STATES.-An alien who ls paroled 
into the United States under section 212(d)(5) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act for a 
period of less than 1 year shall be considered, 
for purposes of this subtitle, to be lawfully 
present in the United States as a non
immigrant. 
SEC. 413. STATE AUTHORITY TO LIMIT ELIGI

BILITY OF IMMIGRANTS FOR STATE 
AND LOCAL MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC 
BENEFITS PROGRAMS. 

(a) lN . GENERAL.-Notwithstandlng any 
other provision of law and except as other
wise provided in this section, a State is au
thorized to determine eliglb111ty require
ments for aliens who are lawfully present in 
the United States (other than as a non
immigrant to which section 412(a) or 412(c) 
applies) for any State means-tested public 
benefits program. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-
(1) TIME-LIMITED EXCEPTION FOR REFU

GEES.-The authority under subsection (a) 
shall not apply to an alien admitted to the 
United States as a refugee under section 207 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
until 5 years after the date of such alien's ar
rival into the United States. 

(2) CERTAIN LONG-TERM, PERMANENT RESI
DENT, AGED ALIENS.-The authority under 
subsection (a) shall not apply to an alien 
who-

(A) has been lawfully admitted to the Unit
ed States for permanent residence; 

(B) is over 75 years of age; and 
(C) has resided in the United States for at 

least 5 years. 
(3) VETERAN AND ACTIVE DUTY EXCEPTION.

The authority under subsection (a) shall not 
apply to an alien who is lawfully residing in 
any State (or any territory or possession of 
the United States) and is---

(A) a veteran (as defined in section 101 of 
title 38, United States Code) with a discharge 
characterized as an honorable discharge, 

(B) on active duty (other than active duty 
for training) in the Armed Forces of the 
United States, or 

(C) the spouse or unmarried dependent 
child of an individual described in subpara
graph (A) or (B). 

Subparagraph (A) shall nut apply in the case 
of a veteran who has been separated from 
military service on account of alienage. 

(4) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.-The authority 
under subsection (a) shall not apply to the 
provision of non-cash, in-kind emergency as
sistance (including emergency medical serv
ices). 

(5) TRANSITION.-The authority under sub
section (a) shall not apply to eligib111ty of an 
alien for a State means-tested public bene
fits program until 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act if, on such date of 
enactment, the alien is lawfully present in 
the United States and is eligible for benefits 
under the program. Nothing in the previous 
sentence ls intended to address alien eligi
b111ty for such a program before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle C-Attribution of Income and 
Affidavits of Support 

SEC. 421. ATIRIBUTION OF SPONSOR'S INCOME 
AND RESOURCES TO FAMILY-SPON
SORED IMMIGRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
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in subsection (c), in determining the ellgi
b111ty and the amount of benefits of an alien 
for any means-tested public benefits pro
gram (as defined in section 431(d)) the in
come and resources of the alien shall be 
deemed to lnclude-

(1) the income and resources of any person 
who executed an affidavit of support pursu
ant to section 213A of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (as added by section 422) in 
behalf of such alien, and 

(2) the income and resources of the spouse 
(if any) of the person. 

(b) APPLICATION.-Subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to an alien until such 
time as the alien achieves United States citi
zenship through naturalization pursuant to 
chapter 2 of title ill of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act. 

(c) EXCEPTION FOR HOUSING-RELATED AS
SISTANCE.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any program for housing or community de
velopment assistance administered by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, any program under title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949, or any assistance under 
section 306C of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act. 
SEC. 422. REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR'S AFFJ. 

DAVIT OF SUPPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Tltle II of the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act ls amended by in
serting after section 213 the following new 
section: 
"REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR'S AFFIDAVIT OF 

SUPPORT 
" SEC. 213A. (a) ENFORCEABILITY.-No affi

davit of support may be accepted by the At
torney General or by any consular officer to 
establish that an alien ls not excludable as a 
public charge under section 212(a)(4) unless 
such affidavit ls executed as a contract-

"(1) which ls legally enforceable against 
the sponsor by the Federal Government and 
by any State (or any political subdivision of 
such State) which provides any means-tested 
public benefits program, but not later than 
10 years after the alien last receives any 
such benefit; and 

" (2) in which the sponsor agrees to submit 
to the jurisdiction of any Federal or State 
court for the purpose of actions brought 
under subsection (e)(2). 
Such contract shall be enforceable with re
spect to benefits provided to the alien until 
such time as the alien achieves United 
States citizenship through naturalization 
pursuant to chapter 2 of title ill. 

"(b) FORMS.-Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the At
torney General, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, shall formulate 
an affidavit of support consistent with the 
provisions of this section. 

"(c) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to grant third 
party beneficiary rights to any sponsored 
alien under an affidavit of support. 

"(d) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF AD
DRESS.-(1) The sponsor shall notify the Fed
eral Government and the State in which the 
sponsored alien ls currently resident within 
30 days of any change of address of the spon
sor during the period speclfled in subsection 
(a)(l). 

" (2) Any person subject to the requirement 
of paragraph (1) who falls to satisfy such re
quirement shall be subject to a civil penalty 
of-

" (A) not less than $250 or more than $2,000, 
or 

" (B) if such failure occurs with knowledge 
that the sponsored alien has received any · 

benefit under any means-tested public bene
fits program, not less than $2,000 or more 
than $5,000. 

"(e) REIMBURSEMENT OF GOVERNMENT Ex
PENSES.-(l)(A) Upon notlflcation that a 
sponsored alien has received any benefit 
under any means-tested public benefits pro
gram, the appropriate Federal, State, or 
local official shall request reimbursement by 
the sponsor in the amount of such assist
ance. 

"(B) The Attorney General, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out subparagraph 
(A). 

"(2) If within 45 days after requesting reim
bursement, the appropriate Federal, State, 
or local agency has not received a response 
from the sponsor indicating a willingness to 
commence payments, an action may be 
brought against the sponsor pursuant to the 
affidavit of support. 

"(3) If the sponsor falls to abide by the re
payment terms established by such agency, 
the agency may, within 60 days of such fail
ure, bring an action against the sponsor pur
suant to the affidavit of support. 

"(4) No cause of action may be brought 
under this subsection later than 10 years 
after the alien last received any benefit 
under any means-tested public benefits pro
gram. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

"(1) SPONSOR.-The term 'sponsor' means 
an individual who--

"(A) ls a citizen or national of the United 
States or an alien who ls lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence; 

" (B) ls 18 years of age or over; and 
"(C) ls domiciled in any State. 
"(2) MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC BENEFITS PRO

GRAM.-The term 'means-tested public bene
fits program' means a program of public ben
efits (including cash, medical, housing, and 
food assistance and social services) of the 
Federal Government or of a State or politi
cal subdivision of a State in which the el1g1-
b111ty of an individual, household, or family 
eligib111ty unit for benefits under the pro
gram, or the amount of such benefits, or 
both are determined on the basis of income, 
resources, or financial need of the individual, 
household, or unit.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents of such Act ls amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 213 the fol
lowing: 
"Sec. 213A. Requirements for sponsor's affi

davit of support.". 
(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsectlon (a) of sec

tion 213A of the Immigration and National
ity Act, as inserted by subsection (a) of this 
section, shall apply to affidavits of support 
executed on or after a date specified by the 
Attorney General, which date shall be not 
earlier than 60 days (and not later than 90 
days) after the date the Attorney General 
formulates the form for such affidavits under 
subsection (b) of such section. 

Subtitle D-General Provisions 
SEC. 431. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in this section, the terms used in this 
title have the same meaning given such 
terms in section lOl(a) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. 

(b) LAWFUL PRESENCE.-For purposes of 
this title, the determination of whether an 
alien ls lawfully present in the United States 
shall be made in accordance with regulations 
of the Attorney General. An individual shall 

not be considered to be lawfully present in 
the United States for purposes of this title 
merely because the alien may be considered 
to be permanently residing in the United 
States under color of law for purposes of any 
particular program. 

(c) STATE.-As used in this title, the term 
"State" includes the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the 
Northern Marlana Islands, and American 
Samoa. 

(d) PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAMS.-As used 
in this tltle-

(1) MEANS-TESTED PROGRAM.-The term 
"means-tested public benefits program" 
means a program of public benefits (includ
ing cash, medical, housing, and food assist
ance and social services) of the Federal Gov
ernment or of a State or political subdivision 
of a State in which the eliglb111ty of an indi
vidual, household, or family eliglb111ty unit 
for benefits u'lder the program, or the 
amount of such benefits, or both are deter
mined on the basis of income, resources, or 
financial need of the individual, household, 
or unit. 

(2) FEDERAL MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC BENEFITS 
PROGRAM.-The term "Federal means-tested 
public benefits program" means a means
tested public benefits program of (or contrib
uted to by) the Federal Government and 
under which the Federal Government has 
speclfled standards for eliglb111ty and in
cludes the programs speclfled in section 
403(a). 

(3) STATE MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC BENEFITS 
PROGRAM.-The term "State means-tested 
public benefits program" means a means
tested public benefits program of a State or 
political subdivision of a State under which 
the State or political subdivision speclfles 
the standards for eliglb111ty, and does not in
clude any Federal means-tested public bene
fits program. 
SEC. 432. CONSTRUCTION. 

N othlng in this title shall be construed as 
addressing alien eliglb111ty for governmental 
programs that are not means-tested public 
benefits programs. 

Subtitle E-Conforming Amendments 
SEC. 441. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING 

TO ASSISTED HOUSING. 
Section 214 of the Housing and Community 

Development Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 1436a) ls 
amended-

(1) by striking "Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development" each place it appears 
and inserting "applicable Secretary"; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after 
" National Housing Act, " the following: " the 
direct loan program under section 502 of the 
Housing Act of 1949 or section 502(c)(5)(D), 
504, 521(a)(2)(A), or 542 of such Act, subtitle A 
of title ill of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act,"; 

(3) in paragraphs (2) through (6) of sub
section (d), by striking "Secretary" each 
place it appears and inserting " applicable 
Secretary"; 

(4) in subsection (d), in the matter follow
ing paragraph (6), by striking "the term 
'Secretary"' and inserting "the term 'appli
cable Secretary"'; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(h) For purposes of this section, the term 
'applicable Secretary' means-

" (1) the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development, with respect to financial as
sistance administered by such Secretary and 
financial assistance under subtitle A of title 
ill of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford
able Housing Act; and 
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"(2) the Secretary of Agriculture, with re

spect to financial assistance administered by 
such Secretary.". 

TITLE V-FOOD STAMP REFORM AND 
COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Food 

Stamp Reform and Commodity Distribution 
Act". 

Subtitle A-Commodity Distribution 
Provisions 

SEC. 511. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the "Com

modity Distribution Act of 1995". 
SEC. 512. AVAILABll..I'fY OF COMMODITIES. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Agriculture (herein
after in this subtitle referred to as the "Sec
retary") is authorized during fiscal years 
1996 through 2000 to purchase a variety of nu
tritious and useful commodities and distrib
ute such commodities to the States for dis
tribution in accordance with this subtitle. 

(b) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
expend funds made available to carry out 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612c), which are not expended or need
ed to carry out such sections, to purchase, 
process, and distribute commodities of the 
types customarily purchased under such sec-

. tion to the Sta.tes for distribution in accord
ance with this subtitle. 

(c) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b), agricul
tural commodities and the products thereof 
made available under clause (2) of the second 
sentence of section 32 of the Act of August 
24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), may be made avail
able by the Secretary to the States for dis
tribution in accordance with this subtitle. 

(d) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsections (a), (b), and (c), com
modities acquired by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation that the Secretary determines, 
in the discretion of the Secretary, are in ex
cess of quantities need to-

(1) carry out other domestic donation pro
grams; 

(2) meet other domestic obligations; 
(3) meet international market development 

and food aid commitments; and 
(4) carry out the farm price and income 

stabilization purposes of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, and the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion Charter Act; 
shall be made available by the Secretary, 
without charge or credit for such commod
ities, to the States for distribution in ac
cordance with this subtitle. 

(e) During each fiscal year. the types, vari
eties, and amounts of commodities to be pur
chased under this subtitle shall be deter
mined by the Secretary. In purchasing such 
commodities, except those commodities pur
chased pursuant to section 520, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable and appro
priate, make purchases based on-

(1) agricultural market conditions; 
(2) the preferences and needs of States and 

distributing agencies; and 
(3) the preferences of the recipients. 

SEC. 1513. STATE, LOCAL AND PRIVATE 
SUPPLEMENTATION OF COMMOD
ITIES. 

(a) The Secretary shall establish proce
dures under which State and local agencies, 
recipient agencies, or any other entity or 
person may supplement the commodities dis
tributed under this subtitle for use by recipi
ent agencies with nutritious and wholesome 
commodities that such entities or persons 

donate for distribution, in all or part of the 
State, in addition to the commodities other
wise made available under this subtitle. 

(b) States and eligible recipient agencies 
may use-

(1) the funds appropriated for administra
tive cost under section 519(b); 

(2) equipment, structures, vehicles, and all 
other facilities involved in the storage, han
dling, or distribution of commodities made 
available under this subtitle; and 

(3) the personnel, both paid or volunteer, 
involved in such storage, handling, or dis
tribution; 
to store, handle or distribute commodities 
donated for use under subsection (a). 

(c) States and recipient agencies shall con
tinue, to the maximum extent practical, to 
use volunteer workers, and commodities and 
other foodstuffs donated by charitable and 
other organizations, in the distribution of 
commodities under this subtitle. 
SEC. 514. STATE PLAN. 

(a) A State seeking to receive commodities 
under this subtitle shall submit a plan of op
eration and administration every four years 
to the Secretary for approval. The plan may 
be amended at any time, with the approval 
of the Secretary. 

(b) The State plan, at a minimum, shall
(1) designate the State agency responsible 

for distributing the commodities received 
under this subtitle; 

(2) set forth a plan of operation and admin
istration to expeditiously distribute com
modities under this subtitle in quantities re
quested to eligible recipient agencies in ac
cordance with sections 516 and 520; 

(3) set forth the standards of eligibility for 
recipient agencies; and 

(4) set forth the standards of eligibility for 
individual or household recipients of com
modities, which at minimum shall require

(A) individuals or households to be com
prised of needy persons; and 

(B) individual or household members to be 
residing in the geographic location served by 
the distributing agency at the time of appli
cation for assistance. 

(c) The Secretary shall encourage each 
State receiving commodities under this sub
title to establish a State advisory board con
sisting of representatives of all interested 
entities, both public and private, in the dis
tribution of commodities received under this 
subtitle in the State. 

(d) A State agency receiving commodities 
under this subtitle may-

(l)(A) enter into cooperative agreements 
with State agencies of other States to joint
ly provide commodities received under this 
subtitle to eligible recipient agencies that 
serve needy persons in a single geographical 
area which includes such States; or 

(B) transfer commodities received under 
this subtitle to any such eligible recipient 
agency in the other State under such agree
ment; and 

(2) advise the Secretary of an agreement 
entered into under this subsection and the 
transfer of commodities made pursuant to 
such agreement. 
SEC. 515. ALLOCATION OF COMMODITIES TO 

STATES. 
(a) In each fiscal year, except for those 

commodities purchased under section 520, 
the Secretary shall allocate the commodities 
distributed under this subtitle as follows: 

(1) 60 percent of the such total value of 
commodities shall be allocated in a manner 
such that the value of commodities allocated 
to each State bears the same ratio to 60 per
cent of such total value as the number of 
persons in households within the State hav-

ing incomes below the poverty line bears to 
the total number of persons in households 
within all States having incomes below such 
poverty line. Each State shall receive the 
value of commodities allocated under this 
paragraph. 

(2) 40 percent of such total value of com
modities shall be allocated in a manner such 
that the value of commodities allocated to 
each State bears the same ratio to 40 percent 
of such total value as the average monthly 
number of unemployed persons within the 
State bears to the average monthly number 
of unemployed persons within all States dur
ing the same fiscal year. Each State shall re
ceive the value of commodities allocated to 
the State under this paragraph. 

(b)(l) The Secretary shall notify each State 
of the amount of commodities that such 
State is allotted to receive under subsection 
(a) or this subsection, if applicable. Each 
State shall promptly notify the Secretary if 
such State determines that it will not accept 
any or all of the commodities made available 
under such allocation. On such a notification 
by a State, the Secretary shall reallocate 
and distribute such commodities as the Sec
retary deems appropriate and equitable. The 
Secretary shall further establish procedures 
to permit States to decline to receive por
tions of such allocation during each fiscal 
year as the State determines is appropriate 
and the Secretary shall reallocate and dis
tribute such allocation as the Secretary 
deems appropriate and equitable. 

(2) In the event of any drought, flood, hur
ricane, or other natural disaster affecting 
substantial numbers of persons in a State, 
county, or parish, the Secretary may request 
that States unaffected by such a disaster 
consider assisting affected States by allow
ing the Secretary to reallocate commodities 
from such unaffected State to States con
taining areas adversely affected by the disas
ter. 

(c) Purchases of commodities under this 
subtitle shall be made by the Secretary at 
such times and under such conditions as the 
Secretary determines appropriate within 
each fiscal year. All commodities so pur
chased for each such fiscal year shall be de
livered at reasonable intervals to States 
based on the allocations and reallocations 
made under subsections (a) and (b), and or 
carry out section 520, not later than Decem
ber 31 of the following fiscal year. 
SEC. 516. PRIORITY SYSTEM FOR STATE DIS

TRIBUTION OF COMMODITIES. 
(a) In distributing the commodities allo

cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
515, the State agency, under procedures de
termined by the State agency, shall offer, or 
otherwise make available, its full allocation 
of commodities for distribution to emer
gency feeding organizations. 

(b) If the State agency determines that the 
State will not exhaust the commodities allo
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
515 through distribution to organizations re
ferred to in subsection (a), its remaining al
location of commodities shall be distributed 
to charitable institutions described in sec
tion 523(3) not receiving commodities under 
subsection (a). 

(c) If the State agency determines that the 
State will not exhaust the commodities allo
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
515 through distribution to organizations re
ferred to in subsections (a) and (b), its re
maining allocation of commodities shall be 
distributed to any eligible recipient agency 
not receiving commodities under subsections 
(a) and (b). 
SEC. 517. INITIAL PROCESSING COSTS. 

The Secretary may use funds of the Com
modity Credit Corporation to pay the costs 
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of initial processing and packaging of com
modities to be distributed under this subtitle 
into forms and in quantities suitable, as de
termined by the Secretary, for use by the in
dividual households or eligible recipient 
agencies, as applicable. The Secretary may 
pay such costs in the form of Corporation
owned commodities equal in value to such 
costs. The Secretary shall ensure that any 
such payments in kind w111 not displace com
mercial sales of such commodities. 
SEC. 518. ASSURANCES; ANTICIPATED USE. 

(a) The Secretary shall take such pre
cautions as the Secretary deems necessary 
to ensure that commodities made available 
under this subtitle will not displace commer
cial sales of such commodities or the prod
ucts thereof. The Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate by December 31, 1997, and not less 
than every two years thereafter, a report as 
to whether and to what extent such displace
ments or substitutions are occurring. 

(b) The Secretary shall determine that 
commodities provided under this subtitle 
shall be purchased and distributed only in 
quantities that can be consumed without 
waste. No eligible recipient agency may re
ceive commodities under this subtitle in ex
cess of anticipated use, based on inventory 
records and controls, or in excess of its abil
ity to accept and store such commodities. 
SEC. 519. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.-To carry 
out this subtitle, there are authorized to be 
appropriated S260,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000 to purchase, process, 
and distribute commodities to the States in 
accordance with this subtitle. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.-
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 

$40,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000 for the Secretary to make 
available to the States for State and local 
payments for costs associated with the dis
tribution of commodities by eligible recipi
ent agencies under this subtitle, excluding 
costs associated with the distribution of 
those commodities distributed under section 
520. Funds appropriated under this paragraph 
for any fiscal year shall be allocated to the 
States on an advance basis dividing such 
funds among the States in the same propor
tions as the commodities distributed under 
this subtitle for such fiscal year are allo
cated among the States. If a State agency is 
unable to use all of the funds so allocated to 
it, the Secretary shall reallocate such un
used funds among the other States in a man
ner the Secretary deems appropriate and eq
uitable. 

(2)(A) A State shall make available in each 
fiscal year to eligible recipient agencies in 
the State not less than 40 percent of the 
funds received by the State under paragraph 
(1) for such fiscal year, as necessary to pay 
for, or provide advance payments to cover, 
the allowable expenses of eligible recipient 
agencies for distributing commodities to 
needy persons, but only to the extent such 
expenses are actually so incurred by such re
cipient agencies. 

(B) As used in this paragraph, the term 
"allowable expenses" includes-

(!) costs of transporting, storing, handling, 
repackaging, processing, and distributing 
commodities incurred after such commod
ities are received by eligible recipient agen
cies; 

(11) costs associated with determinations of 
eligibility, verification, and documentation; 

(11i) costs of providing information to per
sons receiving commodities under this sub-

title concerning the appropriate storage and 
preparation of such commodities; and 

(iv) costs of recordkeeping, auditing, and 
other administrative procedures required for 
participation in the program under this sub
title. 

(C) If a State makes a payment, using 
State funds, to cover allowable expenses of 
eligible recipient agencies, the amount of 
such payment shall be counted toward the 
amount a State must make available for al
lowable expenses of recipient agencies under 
this paragraph. 

(3) States to which funds are allocated for 
a fiscal year under this subsection shall sub
mit financial reports to the Secretary, on a 
regular basis, as to the use of such funds. No 
such funds may be used by States or eligible 
recipient agencies for costs other than those 
involved in covering the expenses related to 
the distribution of commodities by eligible 
recipient agencies. 

(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), to be eligible to receive funds under this 
subsection, a State shall provide in cash or 
in kind (according to procedures approved by 
the Secretary for certifying these in-kind 
contributions) from non-Federal sources a 
contribution equal to the difference be
tween-

(i) the amount of such funds so received; 
and 

(11) any part of the amount allocated to the 
State and paid by the State-

(!) to eligible recipient agencies; or 
(II) for the allowable expenses of such re

cipient agencies; for use in carrying out this 
subtitle. 

(B) Funds allocated to a State under this 
section may, upon State request, be allo
cated before States satisfy the matching re
quirement specified in subparagraph (A), 
based on the estimated contribution re
quired. The Secretary shall periodically rec
oncile estimated and actual contributions 
and adjust allocations to the State to cor
rect for overpayments and underpayments. 

(C) Any funds distributed for administra
tive costs under section 520(b) shall not be 
covered by this paragraph. 

(5) States may not charge for commodities 
made available to eligible recipient agencies, 
and may not pass on to such recipient agen
cies the cost of any matching requirements, 
under this subtitle. 

(c) The value of the commodities made 
available under subsections (c) and (d) of sec
tion 512, and the funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation used to pay the costs of 
initial processing, packaging (including 
forms suitable for home use), and delivering 
commodities to the States shall not be 
charged against appropriations authorized 
by this section. 
SEC. 520. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD 

PROGRAM. 
(a) From the funds appropriated under sec

tion 519(a), $94,500,000 shall be used for each 
fiscal year to purchase and distribute com
modities to supplemental feeding programs 
serving woman, infants, and children or el
derly individuals (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the "commodity supplemental 
food program"), or serving both groups wher
ever located. 

(b) Not more than 20 percent of the funds 
made available under subsection (a) shall be 
made available to the States for State and 
local payments of administrative costs asso
ciated with the distribution of commodities 
by eligible recipient agencies under this sec
tion. Administrative costs for the purposes 
of the commodity supplemental food pro
gram shall include, but not be limited to, ex-

penses for information and referral, oper
ation, monitoring, nutrition education, 
start-up costs, and general administration, 
including staff, warehouse and transpor
tation personnel, insurance, and administra
tion of the State or local office. 

(c)(l) During each fiscal year the commod
ity supplemental food program is in oper
ation, the types, varieties, and amounts of 
commodities to be purchased under this sec
tion shall be determined by the Secretary, 
but, if the Secretary proposes to make any 
significant changes in the types, varieties, or 
amounts from those that were available or 
were planned at the beginning of the fiscal 
year the Secretary shall report such changes 
before implementation to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall, to the extent that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation inventory levels permit, 
provide not less than 9,000,000 pounds of 
cheese and not less than 4,000,000 pounds of 
nonfat dry milk in each of the fiscal years 
1996 through 2000 to the Secretary. The Sec
retary shall use such amounts of cheese and 
nonfat dry milk to carry out the commodity 
supplemental food program before the end of 
each fiscal year. 

(d) The Secretary shall, in each fiscal year, 
approve applications of additional sites for 
the program, including sites that serve only 
elderly persons, in areas in which the pro
gram currently does not operate, to the full 
extent that applications can be approved 
within the appropriations available for the 
program for the fiscal year and without re
ducing actual participation levels (including 
participation of elderly persons under sub
section (e)) in areas in which the program is 

· in effect. 
(e) If a local agency that administers the 

commodity supplemental food program de
termines that the amount of funds made 
available to the agency to carry out this sec
tion exceeds the amount of funds necessary 
to provide assistance under such program to 
women, infants, and children, the agency, 
with the approval of the Secretary, may per
mit low-income elderly persons (as defined 
by the Secretary) to participate in and be 
served by such program. 

(f)(l) If it is necessary for the Secretary to 
pay a significantly higher than expected 
price for one or more types of commodities 
purchased under this section, the Secretary 
shall promptly determine whether the price 
is likely to cause the number of persons that 
can be served in the program in a fiscal year 
to decline. 

(2) If the Secretary determines that such a 
decline would occur, the Secretary shall 
promptly notify the State agencies charged 
with operating the program of the decline 
and shall ensure that a State agency notify 
all local agencies operating the program in 
the State of the decline. 

(g) Commodities distributed to States pur
suant to this section shall not be considered 
in determining the commodity allocation to 
each State under section 515 or priority of 
distribution under section 516. 
SEC. 521. COMMODITIES NOT INCOME. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, commodities distributed under this sub
title shall not be considered income or re
sources for purposes of determining recipient 
el1gib111ty under any Federal, State, or local 
means-tested program. 
SEC. 522. PROHIBITION AGAINST CERTAIN STATE 

CHARGES. 
Whenever a commodity is made available 

without charge or credit under this subtitle 
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by the Secretary for distribution within the 
States to eligible recipient agencies, the 
State may not charge recipient agencies any 
amount that is in excess of the State's direct 
costs of storing, and transporting to recipi
ent agencies the commodities minus any 
amount the Secretary provides the State for 
the costs of storing and transporting such 
commodities. 
SEC. 523. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this subtitle: 
(1) The term "average monthly number of 

unemployed persons" means the average 
monthly number of unemployed persons 
within a State in the most recent fiscal year 
for which such information is available as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis
tics of the Department of Labor. 

(2) The term "elderly persons" means indi
viduals 60 years of age or older. 

(3) The term "eligible recipient agency" 
means a public or nonprofit organization 
that administers-

(A) an institution providing commodities 
to supplemental feeding programs serving 
women, infants, and children or serving el
derly persons, or serving both groups; 

(B) an emergency feeding organization; 
(C) a charitable institution (including a 

hospital and a retirement home, but exclud
ing a penal institution) to the extent that 
such institution serves needy persons; 

(D) a summer camp for children, or a child 
nutrition program providing food service; 

(E) a nutrition project operating under the 
Older Americans Act of 1965, including such 
project that operates a congregate nutrition 
site and a project that provides home-deliv
ered meals; or 

(F) a disaster relief program;and that has 
been designated by the appropriate State 
agency, or by the Secretary, and approved by 
the Secretary for participation in the pro
gram established under this subtitle. 

(4) The term "emergency feeding organiza
tion" means a public or nonprofit organiza
tion that administers activities and projects 
(including the activities and projects of a 
charitable institution, a food bank, a food 
pantry, a hunger relief center, a soup kitch
en, or a similar public or private nonprofit 
eligible recipient agency) providing nutri
tion assistance to relieve situations of emer
gency and distress through the provision of 
food to needy persons, including low-income 
and unemployed persons. 

(5) The term "food bank" means a public 
and charitable institution that maintains an 
established operation involving the provision 
of food or edible commodities, or the prod
ucts thereof, to food pantries, soup kitchens, 
hunger relief centers, or other food or feed
ing centers that, as an integral part of their 
normal activities, provide meals or food to 
feed needy persons on a regular basis. 

(6) The term "food pantry" means a public 
or private nonprofit organization that dis
tributes food to low-income and unemployed 
households, including food from sources 
other than the Department of Agriculture, 
to relieve situations of emergency and dis
tress. 

(7) The term "needy persons" means-
(A) individuals who have low incomes or 

who are unemployed, as determined by the 
State (in no event shall the income of such 
individual or household exceed 185% of the 
poverty line); 

(B) households certified as eligible to par
ticipate in the food stamp program under the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); 
or 

(C) individuals or households participating 
in any other Federal, or Federally assisted, 
means-tested program. 

(8) The term "poverty line" has the same 
meaning given such term in section 673(2) of 
the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 
u.s.c. 9902(2)). 

(9) The term "soup kitchen" means a pub
lic and charitable institution that, as inte
gral part of its normal activities, maintains 
an established feeding operation to provide 
food to needy homeless persons on a regular 
basis. 
SEC. 524. REGULATIONS. 

(a) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
within 120 days to implement this subtitle. 

(b) In administering this subtitle, the Sec
retary shall minimize, to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the regulatory, record
keeping, and paperwork requirements im
posed on eligible recipient agencies. 

(c) The Secretary shall as early as feasible 
but not later than the beginning of each fis
cal year, publish in the Federal Register a 
nonbinding estimate of the types and quan
tities of commodities that the Secretary an
ticipates are likely to be made available 
under the commodity distribution program 
under this subtitle during the fiscal year. 

(d) The regulations issued by the Secretary 
under this section shall include provisions 
that set standards with respect to liability 
for commodity losses for the commodities 
distributed under this subtitle in situations 
in which there is no evidence of negligence 
or fraud, and conditions for payment to 
cover such losses. Such provisions shall take 
into consideration the special needs and cir
cumstances of eligible recipient agencies. 
SEC. 525. FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS. 

Determinations made by the Secretary 
under this subtitle and the facts constituting 
the basis for any donation of commodities 
under this subtitle, or the amount thereof, 
when officially determined in conformity 
with the applicable regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary, shall be final and conclusive 
and shall not be reviewable by any other offi
cer or agency of the Government. 
SEC. 526. SALE OF COMMODITIES PROfilBITED. 

Except as otherwise provided in section 
517, none of the commodities distributed 
under this subtitle shall be sold or otherwise 
disposed of in commercial channels in any 
form. 
SEC. 527. SETTLEMENT AND ADJUSTMENT OF 

CLAIMS. 
(a) The Secretary, or a designee of the Sec

retary, shall have the authority to-
(1) determine the amount of, settle, and ad

just any claim arising under this subtitle; 
and 

(2) waive such a claim if the Secretary de
termines that to do so will serve the pur
poses of this subtitle. 

(b) Nothing contained in this section shall 
be construed to diminish the authority of 
the Attorney General of the United States 
under section 516 of title 28, United States 
Code, to conduct litigation on behalf of the 
United States. 
SEC. 528. REPEALER$; AMENDMENTS. 

(a) The Emergency Food Assistance Act of 
1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is repealed. 

(b) AMENDMENTS.-
(1) The Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (7 

U.S.C. 612c note) is amended
(A) by striking section 110; 
(C) by striking subtitle C; and 
(B) by striking section 502. 
(2) The Commodity Distribution Reform 

Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 
612c note) is amended by striking section 4. 

(3) The Charitable Assistance and Food 
Bank Act of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is 
amended by striking section 3. 

(4) The Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
612c note) is amended-

(A) by striking section 1571; and 
(B) in section 1562(d), by striking "section 

4 of the Agricultural and Consumer Protec
tion Act of 1973" and inserting "section 110 
of the Commodity Distribution Act of 1995". 

(5) The Agricultural and Consumer Protec
tion Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amend
ed-

(A) in section 4(a), by striking "institu
tions (including hospitals and facilities car
ing for needy infants and children), supple
mental feeding programs serving women, in
fants and children or elderly persons, or 
both, wherever located, disaster areas, sum
mer camps for children" and inserting "dis
aster areas"; 

(B) in subsection 4(c), by striking "the 
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983" and 
inserting "the Commodity Distribution Act 
of 1995"; and 

(C) by striking section 5. 
(6) The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 

and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is 
amended by striking section 1773(f). 

Subtitle B-Simplification and Reform of 
Food Stamp Program 

SEC. 531. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the "Food 

Stamp Simplification and Reform Act of 
1995". 
CHAPTER I-SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP 

PROGRAM AND STATE ASSISTANCE FOR 
NEEDY FAMILIES 

SEC. 541. ESTABLISHMENT OF SIMPLIFIED FOOD 
STAMP PROGRAM. 

Section 4(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2013(a)) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(a)"; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) At the request of the State agency, a 

State may operate a program, as provided in 
section 24, within the State or any political 
subdivisions within the State in which 
households with one or more members re
ceiving regular cash benefits under the pro
gram established by the State under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
Block Grant will be issued food stamp bene
fits in accordance with the rules and proce
dures established-

"(A) by the State under the Temporary As
sistance for Needy Families Block Grant or 
this Act; or 

"(B) under the food stamp program.". 
SEC. 542. SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP PROGRAM. 

(a) The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.) is amended by adding the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 24. SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP PROGRAM. 

"(a) If a State elects to operate a program 
under section 4(a)(2) within the State or any 
political subdivision within the State-

"(1) households in which all members re
ceive regular cash benefits under the pro
gram established by the State under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
Block Grant shall be automatically eligible 
to participate in the food stamp program; 

"(2) benefits under such program shall be 
determined under the rules and procedures 
established by the State or political subdivi
sion under the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families Block Grant or under the 
food stamp program, subject to subsection 
(g). 

"(b) In approving a State plan to carry out 
a program under section 4(a)(2), the Sec
retary shall certify that the average level of 
food stamp benefits per household partici
pating in the program under such section for 
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the State or political subdivision in which 
such program is in operation is not expected 
to exceed the average level of food stamp 
benefits per household that received benefits 
under the program established by a State 
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) in such area in 
the preceding fiscal year, adjusted for any 
changes in the thrifty food plan under sec
tion 3(o). The Secretary shall compute the 
permissible average level of food stamp bene
fits per household each year for each State 
or political subdivision in which such pro
gram is in operation and may require a State 
to report any information necessary to make 
such computation. 

" (c) When the Secretary determines that 
the average level of food stamp benefits per 
household provided by the State or political 
subdivision under such program has exceeded 
the permissible average level of food stamp 
benefits per household for the State or polit
ical subdivision in which the program was in 
operation, the State or politi<,al subdivision 
shall pay to the Treasury of the United 
States the value of the food stamp benefits 
in excess of the permissible average level of 
food stamp benefits per household in the 
State or political subdivision within 90 days 
after the notification of such excess pay
ments. 

"(d)(l) A household against which a pen
alty is imposed (including a reduction in 
benefits or disqualification) for noncompli
ance with the program established by the 
State under the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Fam111es Block Grant may have the 
same penalty imposed against it (including a 
reduction in benefits or disqualification) in 
the program administered under this section. 

"(2) If the penalty for noncompliance with 
the program established by the State under 
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami
lies block grant is a reduction in benefits in 
such program, the household shall not re
ceive an increased allotment under the pro

"(A) not less that S350 per month; 
"(B) earned from employment provided by 

a nongovernmental employer, as determined 
by the State; and 

"(C) received from the same employer for a 
period of employment of not less than 3 con
secutive months. 

"(3) If a State that makes the election de
scribed in paragraph (1) identifies each 
household that receives cash assistance 
under this subsection-

"(A) the Secretary shall pay to the State 
an amount equal to the value of the allot
ment that such household would be eligible 
to receive under this section but for the op
eration of this subsection; 

"(B) the State shall provide such amount 
to the household as cash assistance in lieu of 
such allotment; and 

"(C) for purposes of the food stamp pro
gram (other than this section and section 
4(a)(2)}-

"(i) such cash assistance shall be consid
ered to be an allotment; and 

"(11) such household shall not receive any 
other food stamp benefit for the period for 
which such cash assistance is provided. 

"(4) A State that makes the election in 
paragraph (1) shall-

" (A) increase the cash benefits provided to 
households under this subsection to com
pensate for any State or local sales tax that 
may be collected on purchases of food by any 
household receiving cash benefits under this 
subsection, unless the Secretary determines 
on the basis of information provided by the 
State that the increase is unnecessary on the 
basis of the limited nature of the items sub
ject to the State or local sales tax; and 

"(B) pay the cost of any increase in cash 
benefits required by paragraph (1). 

"(5) After a State operates a program 
under this subsection for 2 years, the State 
shall.provide to the Secretary a written eval
uation of the impact of cash assistance. 

gram administered under this section as a "(g) In operating a program under section 
result of a decrease in the household's in- 4(a)(2), the State or political subdivision 
come (as determined by the State under this may follow the rules and procedures estab
section) caused by such penalty. lished by the State or political subdivision 

"(3) Any household disqualified from the under the Temporary Assistance for Needy 
program administered under this subsection Fam111es Block Grant or under the food 
may, after such disqualification period has stamp program, except that the State or po
expired, apply for food stamp benefits under litical subdivision shall comply with the re
this Act and shall be treated as a new appli- quirements of-
cant. "(l) subsections (a) through (g) of section 7 

"(e) If a State or political subdivision, at (relating to the issuance and use of coupons); 
its o:Ption, operates a program under section "(2) section 8(a) (relating to the value of 
4(a)(2) for households that include any mem- allotments, except that a household's income 
ber who does not receive regular cash bene- may be determined under the program estab
fits under the program established by the ' lished by the State under the Temporary As
State under the Temporary Assistance for sistance for Needy Fam111es Block Grant); 
Needy Families Block Grant, the Secretary "(3) section 8(b) (allotment not considered 
shall ensure that the State plan provides income or resources); 
that household eligib111ty shall be deter- "(4) subsections (a), (c), (d), and (n) of sec-
mined under this Act, benefits may be deter- tion 11 (relating to administration); 
mined under the rules and procedures estab- "(5) paragraphs (8), (12), (17), (19), (21), (26), 
lished by the State under the Temporary As- and (27) of section ll(e) (relating to the State 
sistance for Needy Families Block Grant or plan); 
this Act, and benefits provided under this "(6) section ll(e)(lO) (relating to a fair 
section shall be equitably distributed among hearing) or a comparable requirement estab
all household members. lished by the State under the Temporary As-

"(f)(l) Under the program operated under sistance for Needy Fam111es Block Grant; 
section 4(a)(2), the State may elect to pro- and 
vide cash assistance in lieu of allotments to " (7) section 16 (relating to administrative 
all households that include a member who is cost-sharing and quality control).". 
employed and whose employment produces (b) Section ll(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 
for the benefit of the member's household in- 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is amended-
come that satisfies the requirements of para- (1) in paragraph (24), by striking "and" at 
graph (2). the end; 

"(2) The State, in electing to provide cash (2) in paragraph (25), by striking the period 
assistance under paragraph (1), at a mini- at the end and inserting"; and" ; and 
mum shall require that such earned income (3) by adding at the end the following new 
is- paragraph: 

"(26) the plans of the State agency for op
erating, at the election of the State, a pro
gram under section 4(a)(2), including-

"(A) the rules and procedures to be fol 
lowed by the State to determine food stamp 
benefits; 

"(B) a statement specifying whether the 
program operated by the State under section 
4(a)(2) will include households that include 
members who do not receive regular cash 
benefits under the program established by 
the State under the Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Fam111es Block Grant; and 

"(C) a description of the method by which 
the State or political subdivision will carry 
out a quality control system under section 
16(c)." . 
SEC. 543. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Section 8 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2017) is amended by striking sub
section (e). 

(b) Section 17 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (i); and 
(2) by redesignating subsections (j), (k), 

and (1) as subsections (i), (j), and (k), respec
tively. 

CHAPI'ER 2-FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
SEC. 551. THRIFI'Y FOOD PLAN. 

Section (3)(o) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(0)) is amended by striking 
"(4) through January 1, 1980, adjust the cost 
of such diet every January 1 and July 1" and 
all that follows through the end of the sub
section, and inserting the following: "(4) on 
October 1, 1995, adjust the cost of the thrifty 
food plan to reflect 103 percent of the cost of 
the thrifty food plan in June 1994 and in
crease such amount by 2 percent, rounding 
the result to the nearest lower dollar incre
ment for each household size, and (5) on Oc
tober 1, 1996, and each October 1 thereafter, 
increase the amount established for the pre
ceding October 1, before such amount was 
rounded, by 2 percent, rounding the result to 
the nearest lower dollar increment for each 
household size.". 
SEC. 552. INCOME DEDUCTIONS AND ENERGY AS· 

SISTANCE. 
(a) Section 5(d)(ll) of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)(ll)) is amended-
(!) by striking "(A)" ; and 
(2) by striking "or (B) under any State or 

local laws," and all that follows through " or 
impracticable to do so,". 

(b) Section 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (e)(l) DEDUCTIONS FOR STANDARD AND 
EARNED lNCOME.-

" (A) In computing household income, the 
Secretary shall allow a standard deduction 
of Sl34 a month for each household, except 
that households in Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, 
and the Virgin Islands of the United States 
shall be allowed a standard deduction of $229, 
Sl89, S269, and S118, respectively. 

"(B) All households with earned income 
shall also be allowed an additional deduction 
of 20 percent of all earned income (other 
than that excluded by subsection (d) of this 
section and that earned under section 16(j)), 
to compensate for taxes, other mandatory 
deductions from salary, and work expenses, 
except that such additional deduction shall 
not be allowed with respect to earned income 
that a household willfully or fraudulently 
fails (as proven in a proceeding provided for 
in section 6(b)) to report in a timely manner. 

" (2) DEPENDENT CARE DEDUCTION.-The 
Secretary shall allow households, a deduc
tion with respect to expenses other than ex
penses paid on behalf of the household by a 
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third party or amounts made available and 
excluded for the expenses under subsection 
(d)(3), the maximum allowable level of which 
shall be $200 a month for each dependent 
child under 2 years of age and $175 a month 
for each other dependent, for the actual cost 
of payments necessary for the care of a de
pendent when such care enables a household 
member to accept or continue employment, 
or training or education which is pre
paratory for employment. 

"(3) EXCESS SHELTER EXPENSE DEDUC
TION.-

"(A) The Secretary shall allow households, 
other than those households containing an 
elderly or disabled member, with respect to 
expenses other than expenses paid on behalf 
of the household by a third party, an excess 
shelter expense deduction to the extent that 
the monthly amount expended by a house
hold for shelter exceeds an amount equal to 
50 percent of monthly household income 
after all other applicable deductions have 
been allowed. 

"(B) Such excess shelter expense deduction 
shall not exceed $231 a month in the 48 con
tiguous States and the District of Columbia, 
and shall not exceed, in Alaska, Hawaii, 
Guam, and the Virgin Islands of the United 
States, $402, $330, $280, and $171 a month, re
spect! vely. 

"(C)(i) Notwithstanding section 2605(f)) of 
the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)), a household 
may not claim as a shelter expense any pay
ment received, or costs paid on its behalf, 
under the Low-Income Home Energy As13ist
ance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.). 

"(ii) Notwithstanding section 2605(f)) of the 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 
1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)), a State agency may 
use a standard utility allowance as provided 
under subparagraph (D) for heating and cool
ing expenses only if the household incurs 
out-of-pocket heating or cooling expenses in 
excess of any payment received, or costs paid 
on its behalf, under the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 
et seq.). 

"(iii) For purposes of the food stamp pro
gram, assistance provided under the Low-In
come Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 
shall be considered to be prorated over the 
entire heating or cooling season for which it 
was provided. 

"(iv) At the end of any certification period 
and up to one additional time during each 
twelve-month period, a State agency shall 
allow a household to switch between any 
standard utility allowance and a deduction 
based on its actual utility costs. 

"(D)(i) In computing the excess shelter ex
pense deduction, a State agency may use a 
standard utility allowance in accordance 
with regulations promulgated by the Sec
retary, except that a State agency may use 
an allowance which does not fluctuate with
in a year to reflect seasonal variations. 

"(ii) An allowance for a heating or cooling 
expense may not be used for a household 
that does not incur a heating or cooling ex
pense, as the case may be, or does incur a 
heating or cooling expense but is located in 
a public housing unit which has central util
ity meters and charges households, with re
gard to such expense, only for excess utility 
costs. 

"(111) No such allowance may be used for a 
household that shares such expense with, and 
lives with, another individual not participat
ing in the food stamp program, another 
household participating in the food stamp 
program, or both, unless the allowance is 
prorated between the household and the 
other individual, household, or both. 

"(4) HOMELESS SHELTER DEDUCTION.-(A) A 
State shall develop a standard homeless shel
ter deduction, which shall not exceed $139 a 
month, for the expenses that may reasonably 
be expected to be incurred by households in 
which all members are homeless but are not 
receiving free shelter throughout the month. 
Subject to subparagraph (B), the State shall 
use such deduction in determining eligibility 
and allotments for such households. 

"(B) The Secretary may prohibit the use of 
the standard homeless shelter deduction for 
households with extremely low shelter costs. 

"(5) ELDERLY AND DISABLED HOUSEHOLDS.
"(A) The Secretary shall allow households 

containing an elderly or disabled member, 
with respect to expenses other than expenses 
paid on behalf of the household by a third 
party-

"(!) an excess medical expense deduction 
for that portion of the actual cost of allow
able medical expenses, incurred by elderly or 
disabled members, exclusive of special diets, 
that exceed $35 a month; and 

"(11) an excess shelter expense deduction to 
the extent that the monthly amount ex
pended by a household for shelter exceeds an 
amount equal to 50 percent of monthly 
household income after all other applicable 
deductions have been allowed. 

"(B) State agencies shall offer eligible 
households a method of claiming a deduction 
for recurring medical expenses that are ini
tially verified under the excess medical ex
pense deduction provided for in subparagraph 
(A), in lieu of submitting information or ver
ification on actual expenses on a monthly 
basis. The method described in the preceding 
sentence shall be designed to minimize the 
administrative burden for eligible elderly 
and disabled household members choosing to 
deduct their recurrent medical expenses pur
suant to such method, shall rely on reason
able estimates of the member's expected 
medical expenses for the certification period 
(including changes that can be reasonably 
anticipated based on available information 
about the member's medical condition, pub
lic or private medical insurance coverage, 
and the current verified medical expenses in
curred by the member), and shall not require 
further reporting or verification of a change 
in medical expenses if such a change has 
been anticipated for the certification period. 

"(6) CHILD SUPPORT DEDUCTION .-Before de
termining the excess shelter expense deduc
tion, the Secretary shall allow all house
holds a deduction for child support payments 
made by a household member to or for an in
dividual who is not a member of the house
hold if such household member was legally 
obligated to make such payments, except 
that the Secretary is authorized to prescribe 
by regulation the methods, including cal
culation on a retrospective basis, that State 
agencies shall use to determine the amount 
of the deduction for child support pay
ments.". 

(c) Section ll(e)(3) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(3)) is amended by 
striking "Under the rules prescribed by the 
Secretary, a State agency shall develop 
standard estimates" and all that follows 
through the end of the paragraph. 
SEC. MS. VEHICLE ALLOWANCE. 

Section 5(g)(2) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(2)) is amended by strik
ing "a level set by the Secretary, which shall 
be $4,500 through August 31, 1994," and all 
that follows through the end of the para
graph, and inserting "$4,550.". 
SEC. 554. WORK REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) Section 6(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (42 U.S.C. 2015(d)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(A)(ii), by striking "an 
employment and training program under 
paragraph (4), to the extent required under 
paragraph (4), including any reasonable em
ployment requirements as are prescribed by 
the State agency in accordance with para
graph (4)" and inserting "a State job search 
program''; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A}-
(A) by striking "title IV of the Social Se

curity Act (42 U.S.C. 602)" and inserting "the 
program established by the State under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
Block Grant"; and 

(B) by striking "that is comparable to a re
quirement of paragraph (1)"; and 

(3) by amending paragraph (4) to read as 
follows: 

"(4)(A) ·Except as provided in subpara
graphs (B), (C), and (D), an individual shall 
not be denied initial eligibility but shall be 
disqualified from the food stamp program if 
after 90 days from the certification of eligi
bility of such individual the individual was 
not employed a minimum of 20 hours per 
week, or does not participate in a program 
established under section 20 or a comparable 
program established by the State or local 
government. 

"(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in 
the case of an individual who-

"(1) is under eighteen or over fifty years of 
age; , 

"(11) is certified by a physician as phys
ically or mentally unfit for employment; 

"(11i) is a parent or other member of a 
household with responsibility for the care of 
a dependent; 

"(iv) is participating a minimum of 20 
hours per week and is in compliance with the 
requirements of-

"(I) a program under the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); 

"(II) a program under section 236 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296); or 

"(III) a program of employment or training 
operated or supervised by an agency of State 
or local government which meets standards 
deemed appropriate by the Governor; or 

"(v) would otherwise be exempt under sub
section (d)(2). 

"(C) Upon request of the State, the Sec
retary may waive the requirements of sub
paragraph (A) in the case of some or all indi
viduals within all or part of the State 1f the 
Secretary makes a determination that such 
area-

"(!) has an unemployment rate of over 10 
percent; or 

"(11) does not have a sufficient number of 
jobs to provide employment for individuals 
subject to this paragraph. The Secretary 
shall report to the Committee on Agri
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate on the basis on 
which the Secretary made such a decision. 

"(D) An individual who has been disquali
fied from the food stamp program under sub
paragraph (A) may reestablish eligibility for 
assistance 1f such person becomes exempt 
under subparagraph (B) or by-

"(i) becoming employed for a minimum of 
20 hours per week during any consecutive 
thirty-day period; or 

"(11) participating in a program established 
under section 20 or a comparable program es
tablished by the State or local govern
ment.''. 

(b) Section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (h); and 
·(2) by redesignating subsections (i) and (j) 

as subsections (h) and (i), respectively. 
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(c) Section 17 of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026), as amended by section 
543(b), is amended-

(!) by striking subsection (d); and 
(2) by redesignating subsections (e) 

through (k) as subsections (d) through (j), re
spectively. 

(d) Section 20 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2029) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"SEC. 20. (a)(l) The Secretary shall permit 
a State that applies and submits a plan in 
compliance with guidelines promulgated by 
the Secretary to operate a program within 
the State or any political subdivision within 
the State, under which persons who are re
quired to work under section 6(d)(4) may ac
cept an offer from the State or political sub
division to perform work on its behalf, or on 
behalf of a private nonprofit entity des
ignated by the State or political subdivision, 
in order to continue to qualify for benefits 
after they have initially been judged eligible. 

" (2) The Secretary shall promulgate guide
lines pursuant to paragraph (1) which, to the 
maximum extent practicable, enable a State 
or political subdivision to design and operate 
a program that ls compatible and consistent 
with similar programs operated by the State 
or political subdivision. 

"(b) To be approved by the Secretary, a 
program shall provide that participants 
work, in return for compensation consisting 
of the allotment to which the household is 
entitled under section 8(a), with each hour of 
such work entitling that household to a por
tion of its allotment equal in value to 100 
percent of the higher of the applicable State 
minimum wage or the Federal minimum 
hourly rate under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938. 

"(c) No State or political subdivision that 
receives funds provided under this section 
shall replace any employed worker with an 
individual who is participating in a program 
under this section for the purposes of com
plying with section 6(d)(4). Such an individ
ual may be placed in any position offered by 
the State or political subdivision that-

"(l) ls a new position; 
" (2) ls a position that became available in 

the normal course of conducting the business 
of the State or political subdivision; 

"(3) involves performing work that would 
otherwise be performed on an overtime basis 
by a worker who is not an individual partici
pating in such program; or 

"(4) that ls a position which became avail
able by shifting a current employee to an al
ternate position. 

" (d) The Secretary shall allocate among 
the States or political subdivisions in each 
fiscal year, from funds appropriated for the 
fiscal year under section 18(a)(l), the amount 
of $75,000,000 to assist in carrying out the 
program under this section during the fiscal 
year. 

" (e)(l) In making the allocation required 
under subsection (d), the Secretary shall al
locate to each State operating a program 
under this section that percentage of the 
total funds allocated under subsection (d) 
which equals the estimate of the Secretary 
of the percentage of participants who are re
quired to work under section 6(d)(4) that re
side in such State. 

"(2) The State shall promptly notify the 
Secretary if such State determines that it 
wlll not expend the funds allocated it under 
paragraph (1) and the Secretary shall reallo
cate such funds as the Secretary deems ap
propriate and equitable. 

"(f) Notwithstanding subsection (d) , the 
Secretary shall ensure that each State oper-

ating a program under this section is allo
cated at least S50,000 by reducing, to the ex
tent necessary, the funds allocated to those 
States allocated more than $50,000. 

"(g) If, in carrying out such program dur
ing such fiscal year, a State or political sub
division incurs costs that exceed the amount 
allocated to the State agency under sub
section (d)-

"(l) the Secretary shall pay such State 
agency an amount equal to 50 percent of 
such additional costs, subject to the first 
limitation in paragraph (2); and 

"(2) the Secretary shall also reimburse 
each State agency in an amount equal to 50 
percent of the total amount of payments 
made or costs incurred by the State or polit
ical subdivision in connection with transpor
tation costs and other expenses reasonably 
necessary and directly related to participa
tion in a program under this section, except 
that such total amount shall not exceed an 
amount representing $25 per participant per 
month for costs of transportation and other 
actual costs and such reimbursement shall 
not be made out of funds allocated under 
subsection (d). 

"(h) The Secretary may suspend or cancel 
some or all of these payments, or may with
draw approval from a State or political sub
division to operate a program, upon a finding 
that the State or political subdivision has 
failed to comply with the requirements of 
this section.". 

(e) Section 7(i)(6) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(1)(6)) is amended by strik
ing " section 17(f)" and inserting " 17(e)". 
SEC. 555. COMPARABLE TREATMENT OF DIS

QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS. 
Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(i) An individual who is a member of a 
household who would otherwise be eligible to 
participate in the food stamp program under 
this section and who has been disqualified 
for noncompliance with program require
ments from the program established by the 
State under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) shall not 
be eligible to participate in the food stamp 
program during the period such disqualifica
tion is in effect.". 
SEC. 556. ENCOURAGE ELECTRONIC BENEFIT 

TRANSFER SYSTEMS. 
(a) Section 7(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016(i)) is amended-
(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 

follows: 
"(l)(A) State agencies are encouraged to 

implement an on-line electronic benefit 
transfer system in which household benefits 
determined under section 8(a) or section 24 
are issued from and stored in a central data 
bank and electronically accessed by house
hold members at the point-of-sale. 

" (B) Subject to paragraph (2), a State is 
authorized to procure and implement an on
line electronic benefit transfer system under 
the terms, conditions, and design that the 
State deems appropriate. 

"(C) Upon request of a State, the Secretary 
may waive any provision of this Act prohib
iting the effective implementation of an 
electronic benefit transfer system under this 
subsection. " ; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "the ap
proval of' ' ; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking " the Sec
retary shall not approve such a system un
less-" and inserting " such system shall pro
vide that-". 

(b) The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.), as amended by section 542(a ), ls 

amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 25. ENCOURAGEMENT OF ELECTRONIC 

BENEFIT TRANSFER SYSTEMS. 
"(a) Upon fully implementing an electronic 

benefit transfer system which operates in 
the entire State, a State may, subject to the 
provisions of this section, elect to receive a 
grant for any fiscal year to operate a low-in
come nutrition assistance program in such 
fiscal year in lieu of the food stamp program. 

"(b)(l) A State that meets the require
ments of this section and elects to operate 
such program, shall receive each fiscal year 
under this section the sum of-

"(A)(i) the total dollar value of all benefits 
issued under the food stamp program by the 
State during fiscal year 1994; or 

"(11) the average per fiscal year of the total 
dollar value of all benefits issued under the 
food stamp program by the State during fis
cal years 1992 through 1994; and 

"(B)(l) the total amount received by the 
State for administrative costs under section 
16(a) for fiscal year 1994; or 

"(11) the average per fiscal year of the total 
amount received by the State for adminis
trative costs under section 16(a) for fiscal 
years 1992 through 1994. 

"(2) Upon approval by the Secretary of the 
plan submitted by a State under subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall pay to the State at 
such times and in such manner as the Sec
retary may determine, the amount to which 
the State ls eligible under subsection (b)(l). 

"(c) To be eligible to operate a low-income 
nutrition assistance program under this sec
tion, a State shall submit for approval each 
fiscal year a plan of operation specifying the 
manner in which such a program will be con
ducted by the State. Such plan shall-

"(!) certify that the State has imple
mented a state-wide electronic benefit trans
fer system in accordance with section 7(1); 

"(2) designate a single State agency re
sponsible for the administration of the low
lncome nutrition assistance program under 
this section; 

" (3) assess the food and nutrition needs of 
needy persons residing in the State; 

" (4) limit the assistance to be provided 
under this section to the purchase of food; 

"(5) describe the persons to whom such as
sistance will be provided; 

"(6) assure the Secretary that assistance 
will be provided to the most needy persons in 
the State and that applicants for assistance 
shall have adequate notice and fair hearings 
comparable to those required under section 
11; 

" (7) provide that, in the operation of the 
low-income nutrition assistance program, 
there shall be no discrimination on the basis 
of race, sex, religion, national origin, or po
litical beliefs; and 

"(8) include other information as may be 
required by the Secretary. 

"(d) Payments made under this section to 
the State may be expended only in the fiscal 
year for which such payments are distrib
uted, except that the State may reserve up 
to 5 percent of the grant received for a fiscal 
year to provide assistance under this section 
in the subsequent fiscal year: Provided, That 
such reserved funds may not total more than 
20 percent of the total grant received under 
this section for a fiscal year. 

" (e) The State agency shall keep records 
concerning the operation of the program car
ried out under this section and shall make 
such records available to the Secretary and 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States. 

" (f) If the Secretary finds that there is sub
stantial failure by a State to comply with 



8744 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
the requirements of this section, regulations 
issued pursuant to this section, or the plan 
approved under subsection (c), then the Sec
retary shall take one or more of the follow
ing actions: 

"(1) Suspend all or part of such payment 
authorized by subsection (b)(2) to be made 
available to such State, until the Secretary 
determines the State to be in substantial 
compliance with such requirements. 

"(2) Withhold all or part of such payments 
until the Secretary determines that there is 
no longer failure to comply with such re
quirements, at which time the withheld pay
ment may be paid. 

"(3) Terminate the authority of the State 
to operate the low-income nutrition assist
ance program. 

"(g)(l) States which receive grants under 
this section shall provide for-

" (A) a biennial audit, conducted in accord
ance with the standards of the Comptroller 
General, of expenditures for the provision of 
nutrition assistance under this section; and 

"(B) not later than 120 days after the end 
of each fiscal year in which an audit is con
ducted, provide the Secretary with such 
audit. 
States shall make the report of such audit 
available for public inspection. 

"(2) Not later than 120 days after the end of 
the fiscal year for which a State receives a 
grant under this section, such State shall 
prepare an activities report comparing ac
tual expenditures for such fiscal year for nu
trition assistance under this section with the 
expenditures for such fiscal year predicted in 
the plan submitted in accordance with sub
section (c). Such State shall make the ac
tivities report available for public inspec
tion. 

"(h) Whoever knowingly and willfully em
bezzles, misapplies, steals, or obtains by 
fraud, false statement, or forgery, any funds, 
assets, or property provided or financed 
under this section shall be fined not more 
than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than 
5 years, or both.". 
SEC. 557. VALUE OF MINIMUM ALLOTMENT. 

Section 8(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2017(a)) is amended by striking " , 
and shall be adjusted on each October 1" and 
all that follows through the end of such sub
section, and inserting a period. 
SEC. 558. INITIAL MONTH BENEFIT DETERMINA· 

TION. 
Section 8(c)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017(c)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking "of more than one month" after 
"following any period". 
SEC. 559. IMPROVING FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

MANAGEMENT. 
(a) Section 13(a)(l) of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2022(a)J)) is amended-
(1) in the fifth sentence, by inserting 

" (after a determination on any request for a 
waiver for good cause related to the claim 
has been made by the Secretary)" after "bill 
for collection"; and 

(2) in the sixth sentence, by striking "1 
year" and inserting "2 years" . 

(b) Section 16(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(C)-
(A) by striking "national performance 

measure" and inserting "payment error tol
erance level"; and 

(B) by striking " equal to-" and all that 
follows through the period at the end and in
serting the following: 
"equal to its payment error rate less such 
tolerance level times the total value of allot
ments issued in such a fiscal year by such 

State agency. The amount of liab111ty shall 
not be affected by corrective action under 
subparagraph (B). "; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking "120 
days" and inserting "60 days (or 90 days at 
the discretion of the Secretary)"; 

(3) in the last sentence of paragraph (6), by 
inserting "shall be used to establish a pay
ment-error tolerance level. Such tolerance 
level for any fiscal year will be one percent
age point added to the lowest national per
formance measure ever announced up to and 
including such fiscal year under this section. 
The payment-error tolerance level" after 
"The announced national performance meas
ure"; and 

(4) by striking paragraphs (8) and (9). 
SEC. 560. WORK SUPPLEMENTATION OR SUPPORT 

PROGRAM. 
(a) Section ll(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)), as amended by section 
542(b), is amended-

(1) in paragraph (25), by striking "and"; 
(2) in paragraph (26), by striking the period 

and inserting"; and" at the end; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(27) the plans of the State agency for in

cluding eligible food stamp recipients in a 
work supplementation or support program 
under section 16(j ). ". 

(b) Section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025), as amended by section 
554(b), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(j) WORK SUPPLEMENTATION OR SUPPORT 
PROGRAM.-

"(!) A State may elect to use the sums 
equal to the food stamp benefits that would 
otherwise be allotted to participants under 
the food stamp program but for the oper
ation of this subsection for the purposes of 
providing and subsidizing or supporting jobs 
under a work supplementation or support 
program established by the State. 

"(2) If a State that makes the election de
scribed in paragraph (1) identifies each 
household that participates in the food 
stamp program which contains an individual 
who is participating in such work 
supplementation or support program-

"(A) the Secretary shall pay to the State 
an amount equal to the value of the allot
ment that the household would be eligible to 
receive but for the operation of this sub
section; 

"(B) the State shall expend such amount in 
accordance with its work supplementation or 
support program in lieu of the allotment 
that the household would receive but for the 
operation of this subsection; 

"(C) for purposes of-
"(i) sections 5 and 8(a), the amount re

ceived under this subsection shall be ex
cluded from household income and resources; 
and . 

" (ii) section 8(b), the amount received 
under this subsection shall be considered as 
the value of an allotment provided to the 
household; and 

" (D) the household shall not receive an al
lotment from the State agency for the period 
during which the member continues to par
ticipate in the work supplementation pro
gram. 

"(3) No person shall be excused by reason 
of the fact that such State has a work 
supplementation or support program from 
any work requirement under section 6(d), ex
cept during the periods in which such indi
vidual is employed under such work 
supplementation or support program. 

" (4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term " work supplementation or support pro-

gram" shall mean a program in which, as de
termined by the Secretary, public assistance, 
including any benefits provided under a pro
gram established by the State and the food 
stamp program, is provided to an employer 
to be used for hiring a public assistance re
cipient.". 
SEC. 561. OBLIGATIONS AND ALLOTMENTS. 

Section 18 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
Act (7 U.S.C. 2027) is amended

(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) in paragraph (1)-
(i) by striking "are authorized to be appro

priated such sums as are necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1991 through 1995" and in
serting the following: 
"is provided to be obligated, not in excess of 
the cost estimate made by the Congressional 
Budget Office for this Act, as amended by 
the Food Stamp Simplification and Reform 
Act of 1995, for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1996, with adjustments for any es
timates of total obligations for additional 
fiscal years made by the Congressional Budg
et Office to reflect the provisions contained 
in the Food Stamp Simplification and Re
form Act of 1995"; 

(11) by striking "In each monthly report, 
the Secretary shall also state" and inserting 
"Also, the Secretary shall file a report every 
February 15, April 15, and July 15, stating"; 
and 

(11i) by striking "supplemental appropria
tions" and inserting "additional obligational 
authority"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "author
ized to be appropriated" and inserting "obli
gated"; 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in the first sentence, by striking "ap

propriation" and inserting "total obligations 
limitation provided"; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking "ap
propriation" and inserting "obligational 
amount provided in subsection (a)(l)"; 

(3) in subsection (c)-
(A) by inserting "or under section 24" after 

"under sections 5(d) and 5(e)"; 
(B) by inserting "or under section 24" after 

"under section 5(c)"; 
(C) by striking "and" after "or otherwise 

disabled"; and 
(D) by inserting before the period at the 

end ", and (3) adequate and appropriate rec
ommendations on how to equitably achieve 
such reductions"; and 

(4) in subsection (f), by striking "No funds 
appropriated" and inserting "None of the 
funds obligated". 

CHAPTER 8-PROGRAM INTEGRITY 
SEC. 571. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AUTHORIZA· 

TION PERIODS. 
Section 9(a)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(l)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new sentence: 
"The Secretary shall establish specific time 
periods during which authorization to accept 
and redeem coupons, or to redeem benefits 
through an electronic benefit transfer sys
tem, under the food stamp program shall be 
valid.". 
SEC. 572. CONDITION PRECEDENT FOR AP· 

PROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES 
AND WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS. 

Section 9(a)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(l)), as previously 
amended by this title, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new sentence: 
"No retail food store or wholesale food con
cern shall be approved for participation in 
the food stamp program unless, wherever 
possible, an authorized employee of the De
partment of Agriculture, or an official of the 
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State or local government designated by the 
Department of Agriculture, has visited such 
retail food store or wholesale food concern 
for the purpose of determining whether such 
retail food store or wholesale food concern 
should be so approved.". 
SEC. 573. WAITING P:&RIOD FOR RETAIL FOOD 

STORES AND WHOLESALE FOOD 
CONCERNS THAT ARE DENIED AP· 
PROVAL TO ACCEPT COUPONS. 

Section 9(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2018(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: 
"Such retail food store or wholesale food 
concern shall not submit an application 
under subsection (a)(l) for six months from 
the date of receipt of the notice of denial.". 
SEC. 574. DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAIL FOOD 

STORES AND WHOLESALE FOOD 
CONCERNS. 

Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2021(a)) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(a); and 
(2) by inserting the following new para

graph: 
"(2) A retail food store or wholesale food 

concern that is disqualified from participat
ing in the program under section 17 of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 shall for such pe
riod of disqualification also be disqual1f1ed 
from participating in the food stamp pro
gram.''. 
SEC. 575. AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND STORES VIO

LATING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
PENDING ADMINISTRATIVE AND JU. 
DICIAL REVIEW. 

Section 14(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2023(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: 
"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the permanent disqualification of a re
tail food store or wholesale food concern 
under section 12(b)(3) shall be effective from 
the date of receipt of the notice of disquali
fication.". 
SEC. 576. CRIMINAL FORFEITURE. 

Section 15(g) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2024(g)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(g)(l) The court, in imposing sentence on 
a person convicted of an offense in violation 
of subsection (b) or (c), shall order, in addi
tion to any other sentence imposed pursuant 
to this subsection, that the person forfeit to 
the United States all property described in 
paragraph (2). 

"(2) All property, real and personal, used in 
a transaction or attempted transaction, to 
commit, or to fac111tate the commission of, a 
violation (other than a misdemeanor) of sub
section (b) or (c), or proceeds traceable to a 
violation of subsection (b) or (c), is subject 
to forfeiture to the United States. 

"(3) No property shall be forfeited under 
this subsection to the extent of an interest 
of an owner, by reason of any act or omission 
established by that owner to have been com
mitted or omitted without the knowledge or 
consent of that owner. 

"(4) The proceeds from any sale of forfeited 
property and any monies forfeited under this 
subsection shall be used-

"(A) to reimburse the Department of Jus
tice for the costs incurred by the Depart
ment to initiate and complete the forfeiture 
proceeding that caused the sale that pro
duced such proceeds; 

"(B) to reimburse the Department of Agri
culture Office of Inspector General for any 
costs it incurred in the law enforcement ef
fort resulting in the forfeiture; 

"(C) to reimburse any Federal or State law 
enforcement agencies for any costs incurred 
in the law enforcement effort resulting in 
the forfeiture; and 

"(D) by the Secretary to carry out the ap
proval, reauthorization, and compliance in
vestigations of retail stores under section 
9.". 
SEC. 577. EXPANDED DEFINITION OF "COUPON". 

Section 3(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2012(d)) is amended by striking "or 
type of certificate" and inserting "type of 
certificate, 'authorization cards, cash or 
checks issued in lieu of coupons, or access 
devices, including, but not limited to, elec
tronic benefit transfer cards or personal 
ident1f1cation numbers". 
SEC. 578. DOUBLED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM REQUIRE-
MENTS. . 

Section 6(b)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(b)(l)) is amended-

(1) in clause (i), by striking "six months" 
and inserting "l year"; and 

(2) in clause (11), by striking "1 year" and 
inserting "2 years". 
SEC. 579. DISQUALIFICATION OF CONVICTED IN

DIVIDUALS. 
Section 6(b)(l)(ii1) of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(b)(1)(111)) is amended
(1) in subclause (II), by striking "or" at the 

end; 
(2) in subclause (III), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting"; or"; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

subclause: 
"(IV) a conviction of an offense under sub

section (a) or (b) of section 15 involving 
items referred to in such subsection having a 
value of $500 or more.". 
SEC. 580. CLAIMS COLLECTION. 

(a) Section ll(e)(8) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon at the end "or 
refunds of Federal taxes as authorized pursu
ant to section 3720A of title 31 of the United 
States Code". 

(b) Section 13(d) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 
2022(d)) is amended-

(1) by striking "may" and inserting 
"shall"; and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
"or refunds of Federal taxes as authorized 
pursuant to section 3720A of title 31 of the 
United States Code". 

Subtitle C-Effective Dates and 
Miscellaneous Provisions 

SEC. 591. EFFECTIVE DATES. 
(a) Except as provided in subsection (b) and 

(c), this title and amendments made by this 
title shall take effect on October 1, 1995. 

(b) The amendments made by section 554 
shall take effect on October l, 1996. 

(c) The amendments made by section 560 
shall take effect on October l, 1994. 
SEC. 592. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that States 
that operate electronic benefit systems to 
transfer benefits provided under the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 should operate electronic 
benefit systems that are compatible with 
each other. 
SEC. 593. DEFICIT REDUCTION. 

It is the sense of the Committee on Agri
culture of the House of Representatives that 
reductions in outlays resulting from subtitle 
B shall not be taken into account for pur
poses of section 252 of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

TITLE VI-SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME 

SEC. 601. DENIAL OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME BENEFITS BY REASON OF 
DISABil..ITY TO DRUG ADDICTS AND 
ALCOHOLICS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1614(a)(3) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(I) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), an 
individual shall not be considered to be dis
abled for purposes of this title if alcoholism 
or drug addiction would (but for this sub
paragraph) be a contributing factor material 
to the Commissioner's determination that 
the individual is disabled.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 1611(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1382(e)) is amended by striking paragraph (3). 
(2) Section 1631(a)(2)(A)(ii) of such Act (42 

U.S.C. 1383(a)(2)(A)(i1)) is amended
(A) by striking "(I)"; and 
(B) by striking subclause (II). 
(3) Section 1631(a)(2)(B) of such Act (42 

U.S.C. 1383(a)(2)(B)) is amended-
(A) by striking clause (vii); 
(B) in clause (v111), by striking "(ix)" and 

inserting "(v111)"; 
(C) in clause (ix)-
(i) by striking "(viii)" and inserting 

"(vii)"; and 
(11) in subclause (II), by striking all that 

follows "15 years" and inserting a period; 
(D) in clause (xi1i)-
(1) by striking "(xii)" and inserting "(xi)"; 

and 
(11) by striking "(xi)" and inserting "(x)"; 

and 
(E) by redesignating clauses (v111) through 

(xi1i) as clauses (vii) through (xii), respec
tively. 

(4) Section 1631(a)(2)(D)(i)(II) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1383(a)(2)(D)(i)(II)) is amended by 
striking all that follows "$25.00 per month" 
and inserting a period. 

(5) Section 1634 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1383c) 
is amended by striking subsection (e). 

(6) Section 201(c)(l) of the Social Security 
Independence and Program Improvements 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 425 note) is amended

(A) by striking "-" and all that follows 
through "(A)" the 1st place such term ap
pears; 

(B) by striking "and" the 3rd place such 
term appears; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (B); 
(D) by striking "either subparagraph (A) or 

subparagraph (B)" and inserting "the preced
ing sentence"; and 

(E) by striking "subparagraph (A) or (B)" 
and inserting "the preceding sentence". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1995, and shall apply with respect to 
months beginning on or after such date. 

(d) FUNDING OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS FOR 
DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
are hereby appropriated-

(A) for carrying out section 1971 of the 
Public Health Service Act (as amended by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection), $95,000,000 
for each of the fiscal years 1997 through 2000; 
and 

(B) for carrying out the medication devel
opment project to improve drug abuse and 
drug treatment research (administered 
through the National Institute on Drug 
Abuse), $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1997 through 2000. 

(2) CAPACITY EXPANSION PROGRAM REGARD
ING DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT.-Section 1971 of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
300y) is amended-

(A) in subsection (a)(l), by adding at the 
end the following sentence: "This paragraph 
is subject to subsection (j)."; 

(B) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub
section (k); 

(C) in subsection (j) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting before the period the following: 
"and for each of the fiscal years 1995 through 
2000"; and 
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(D) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol

lowing subsection: 
"(j) FORMULA GRANTS FOR CERTAIN FISCAL 

YEARS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-For each of the fiscal 

years 1997 through 2000, the Director shall, 
for the purpose described in subsection (a)(l), 
make a grant to each State that submits to 
the Director an application in accordance 
with paragraph (2). Such a grant for a State 
shall consist of the allotment determined for 
the State under paragraph (3). For each of 
the fiscal years 1997 through 2000, grants 
under this paragraph shall be the exclusive 
grants under this section. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-The Director may 
make a grant under paragraph (1) only if, by 
the date specified by the Director, the State 
submits to the Director an application for 
the grant that is in such form, is made in 
such manner, and contain such agreements, 
assurances, and information as the Director 
determines to be necessary to carry out this 
subsection, and if the application contains 
an agreement by the State in accordance 
with the following: 

"(A) The State will expend the grant in ac
cordance with the priority described in sub
section (b)(l). 

"(B) The State will comply with the condi
tions described in each of subsections (c), (d), 
(g), and (h). 

"(3) ALLOTMENT.-
"(A) For purposes of paragraph (1), the al

lotment under this paragraph for a State for 
a fiscal year shall, except as provided in sub
paragraph (B), be the product of-

"(i) the amount appropriated in section 
601(d)(l) of the Personal Responsibility Act 
of 1995 for the fiscal year, together with any 
additional amounts appropriated to carry 
out this section for the fiscal year; and 

"(11) the percentage determined for the 
State under the formula established in sec
tion 1933(a). 

"(B) Subsections (b) through (d) of section 
1933 apply to an allotment under subpara
graph (A) to the same extent and in the same 
manner as such subsections apply to an al
lotment under subsection (a) of section 
1933.". 
SEC. 602. SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 

BENEFITS FOR DISABLED CHIL· 
DREN. 

(a) RESTRICTIONS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR CASH 
BENEFITS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1614(a)(3)(A) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(a)(3)(A)) is amended-

(A) by inserting "(i)" after "(3)(A)"; 
(B) by inserting "who has attained 18 years 

of age" before "shall be considered"; 
(C) by striking "he" and inserting "the in

dividual"; 
(D) by striking "(01, in the case of an indi

vidual under the age of 18, if he suffers from 
any medically determinable physical or men
tal impairment of comparable severity)"; 
and 

(E) by adding after and below the end the 
following: 

"(11) An individual who has not attained 18 
years of age shall be considered to be dis
abled for purposes of this title for a month if 
the individual-

"(!) meets all non-disability-related re
quirements for eligibility for cash benefits 
under this title; 

"(II) has any medically determinable phys
ical or mental impairment (or combination 
of impairments) that meets the require
ments, applicable to individuals who have 
not attained 18 years of age, of the Listings 
of Impairments set forth in appendix 1 of 

subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code of Fed
eral Regulations (revised as of April l, 1994), 
or that is equivalent in severity to such an 
impairment (or such a combination of im
pairments); and 

"(Ill)(aa) for the month preceding the first 
month for which this clause takes effect, was 
eligible for cash benefits under this title by 
reason of disability; or 

" (bb) as a result of the impairment (or 
combination of impairments) involved-

"(!) is in a hospital, skilled nursing facil
ity, nursing facility, residential treatment 
facility, intermediate care facility for the 
mentally retarded, or other medical institu
tion; or 

"(2) would be required to be placed in such 
an institution if the individual were not re
ceiving personal assistance necessitated by 
the impairment (or impairments). 

"(111) As used in clause (11)(ill)(bb)(2), the 
term 'personal assistance' includes at least 
hands-on or stand-by assistance, supervision, 
or cueing, with activities of daily living and 
the administration of medical treatment 
(where applicable). For purposes of the pre
ceding sentence, the term 'acitivities of 
daily living' means eating, toileting, dress
ing, bathing, and transferring.". 

(2) NOTICE.-Within 1 month after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Commis
sioner of Social Security shall notify each 
individual whose el1gib111ty for cash supple
mental security income benefits under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act will termi
nate by reason of the amendments made by 
paragraph (1) of such termination. 

(3) ANNUAL REPORTS ON LISTINGS OF IMPAIR
MENTS.-The Commissioner of Social Secu
rity shall annually submit to the Congress a 
report on the Listings of Impairments set 
forth in appendix 1 of subpart P of part 404 of 
title 20, Code of Federal Regulations (revised 
as of April 1, 1994), that are applicable to 
indivdiuals who have not attained 18 years of 
age, and recommend any necessary revisions 
to the listings. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OF BLOCK 
GRANTS REGARDING CHILDREN WITH DISABIL
ITIES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Title XVI of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"PART C-BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES FOR 

CIIlLDREN WITH DISABILITIES 
"SEC. 1641. ENTITLEMENT TO GRANTS. 

"Each State that meets the requirements 
of section 1642 for fiscal year 1997 or any sub
sequent fiscal year shall be entitled to re
ceive from the Commissioner for the fiscal 
year a grant in an amount equal to the allot
ment (as defined in section 1646(1)) of the 
State for the fiscal year. 
"SEC. 1642. REQUIREMENTS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-A State meets the re
quirements of this section for a grant under 
section 1641 for a fiscal year if by the date 
specified by the Commissioner, the State 
submits to the Commissioner an application 
for the grant that is in such form, is made in 
such manner, and contain such agreements, 
assurances, and information as the Commis
sioner determines to be necessary to carry 
out this part, and if the application contains 
an agreement by the State in accordance 
with the following: 

"(l) The grant will not be expended for any 
purpose other than providing authorized 
services (as defined in section 1646(2)) to 
qualifying children (as defined in section 
1646(3)). 

" (2)(A) In providing authorized services, 
the State will make every reasonable effort 
to obtain payment for the services from 

other Federal or State programs that pro
vide payment for such services and from pri
vate entities that are legally liable to make 
the payments pursuant to insurance policies, 
prepaid plans, or other arrangements. 

"(B) The State will expend the grant only 
to the extent that payments from the pro
grams and entities described in subparagraph 
(A) are not available for authorized services 
provided by the State. 

"(3) The State will comply with the condi
tion described in subsection (b). 

"(4) The State will comply with the condi
tion described in subsection (c). 

"(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The condition referred to 

in subsection (a)(3) for a State for a fiscal 
year is that, with respect to the purposes de
scribed in paragraph (2), the State will main
tain expenditures of non-Federal amounts 
for such purposes at a level that is not less 
than the following, as applicable: 

"(A) For the first fiscal year for which the 
State receives a grant under section 1641, an 
amount equal to the difference between-

"(i) the average level of such expenditures 
maintained by the State for the 2-year pe
riod preceding October 1, 1995 (except that, if 
such first fiscal year is other than fiscal year 
1997, the amount of such average level shall 
be increased to the extent necessary to offset 
the effect of inflation occurring after Octo
ber l, 1995); and 

"(11) the aggregate of non-Federal expendi
tures made by the State for such 2-year pe
riod pursuant to section 1618 (as such section 
was in effect for such period). 

"(B) For each subsequent fiscal year, the 
amount applicable under subparagraph (A) 
increased to the extent necessary to offset 
the effect of inflation occurring after the be
ginning of the fiscal year to which such sub
paragraph applies. 

"(2) RELEVANT PURPOSES.-The . purposes 
described in this paragraph are any purposes 
designed to meet (or assist in meeting) the 
unique needs of qualifying children that 
arise from physical and mental impairments, 
including such purposes that are authorized 
to be carried out under titll:l XIX. 

"(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-With respect 
to compliance with the agreement made by a 
State pursuant to paragraph (1), the State 
has discretion to select, from among the pur
poses described in paragraph (2), the pur
poses for which the State expends the non
Federal amounts reserved by the State for 
such compliance. 

"(4) USE OF CONSUMER PRICE INDEX.-Deter
minations under paragraph (1) of the extent 
of inflation shall be made through use of the 
consumer price index for all urban consum
ers, U.S. city average, published by the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics. 

"(c) ASSESSMENT OF NEED FOR SERVICES.
The condition referred to in subsection (a)(4) 
for a State for a fiscal year is that each 
qualifying child will be permitted to apply 
for authorized services, and will be provided 
with an opportunity to have an assessment 
conducted to determine the need of such 
child for authorized services. 
"SEC. 1643. AUTHORITY OF STATE. 

"The following decisions are in the discre
tion of a State with respect to compliance 
with an agreement made by the State under 
section 1642(a)(l): 

"(1) Decisions regarding which of the au
thorized services are provided. 

"(2) Decisions regarding who among quali
fying children in the State receives the serv
ices. 

"(3) Decisions regarding the number of 
services provided for the qualifying child in
volved and the duration of the services. 
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"SEC. 1644. AUTHORIZED SERVICES. 

"(a) AUTHORITY OF COMMISSIONER.-The 
Commissioner, subject to subsection (b), 
shall issue regulations designating the pur
poses for which grants under section 1641 are 
authorized to be expended by the States. 

"(b) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING SERVICES.
The Commissioner shall ensure that the pur
poses authorized under subsection (a)-

"(l) are designed to meet (or assist in 
meeting) the unique needs of qualifying chil
dren that arise from physical and mental im
pairments; 

"(2) include medical and nonmedlcal serv
ices; and 

"(3) do not include the provision of cash 
benefits. 
"SEC. 1645. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

"(a) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.-Regula
tlons under this part shall be issued in ac
cordance with procedures established for the 
issuance of substantive rules under section 
553 of title 5, United States Code. Payments 
under grants under section 1641 for fiscal 
year 1997 shall begin not later than January 
1, 1997, without regard to whether final rules 
under this part have been issued and without 
regard to whether such rules have taken ef
fect. 

"(b) PROVISIONS REGARDING OTHER PRO
GRAMS.-

"(l) INAPPLICABILITY OF VALUE OF SERV
ICES.-The value of authorized services pro
vided under this part shall not be taken into 
account in determining eliglb111ty for, or the 
amount of, benefits or services under any 
Federal or federally-assisted program. 

"(2) MEDICAID PROGRAM.-For purposes of 
title XIX, each qualifying child shall be con
sidered to be a recipient of supplemental se
curity income benefits under this title (with
out regard to whether the child has received 
authorized services under this part and with
out regard to whether the State involved ls 
receiving a grant under section 1641). The 
preceding sentence applies on · and after the 
date of the enactment of this part. 

"(c) USE BY STATES OF EXISTING DELIVERY 
SYSTEMS.-Wlth respect to the systems uti
lized by the States to deliver services to in
dividuals with dlsab111tles (including sys
tems ut111zed before the date of the enact
ment of the Personal Responslb111ty Act of 
1995), it ls the sense of the Congress that the 
States should ut111ze such systems in provid
ing authorized services under this part. 

"(d) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION OF STATES.-
• Subparagraphs (C)(l) and (E)(l)(l) of section 

205(c)(2) shall not apply to a State that does 
not participate in the program established in 
this part for fiscal year 1997 or any succeed, 
ing fiscal year. 
"SEC. 1646. DEFINITIONS. 

"As used in this part: 
"(1) ALLOTMENT.-The term 'allotment' 

means, with respect to a State and a fiscal 
year, the product of-

"(A) an amount equal to the difference be
tween-

"(i) the number of qualifying children in 
the State (as determined for the most recent 
12-month period for which data are available 
to the Commissioner); and 

"(11) the number of qualifying children in 
the State receiving cash benefits under this 
title by reason of dlsab111ty (as so deter
mined); and 

"(B) an amount equal to 75 percent of the 
mean average of the respective annual totals 
of cash benefits paid under this title to each 
qualifying child described in subparagraph 
(A)(li) (as so determined). 

"(2) AUTHORIZED SERVICE.-The term 'au
thorized service' means each purpose author-

!zed by the Commissioner under section 
1644(a). 

"(3) QUALIFYING CHILD.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualifying 

child' means an individual who-
"(1) has not attained 18 years of age; and 
"(11)(1) is eligible for cash benefits under 

this title by reason of disability; or 
"(II) meets the conditions described in sub

clauses (I) and (II) of section 1614(a)(3)(A)(11), 
but (by reason of subclause (Ill) of such sec
tion) ls not eligible for such cash benefits. 

"(B) RESPONSIBILITIES OF COMMISSIONER.
The Commissioner shall provide for deter
minations of whether individuals meet the 
criteria established in subparagraph (A) for 
status as qualifying children. Such deter
minations shall be made in accordance with 
the provisions otherwise applicable under 
this title with respect to such criteria.". 

(2) RULE REGARDING CERTAIN MILITARY PAR
ENTS; CASH BENEFITS FOR QUALIFYING CHIL
DREN .-Section 1614(a)(l)(B)(i1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(l)(B)(ii)) ls 
amended by striking "United States, and 
who, for the month" and all that follows and 
inserting the following: "United States, 
and-

"(!) who, for the month before the parent 
reported for such assignment, received a 
cash benefit under this title by reason of 
blindness, or 

"(II) for whom, for such month, a deter
mination was in effect that the child ls a 
qualifying child under section 1646(3).". 

(c) PROVISIONS RELATING TO SS! CASH BEN
EFITS AND SS! SERVICE BENEFITS.-

(!) CONTINUING DISABILITY REVIEWS FOR CER
TAIN CHILDREN.-Section 1614(a)(3)(G) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(G)) is amended-

(A) by inserting "(i)" after "(G)"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
"(ii)(!) Not less frequently than once every 

3 years, the Commissioner shall redetermine 
the eligibility for cash benefits under this 
title and for services under part C-

"(aa) of each individual who has not at
tained 18 years of age and is eligible for such 
cash benefits by reason of dlsab111ty; and 

"(bb) of each qualifying child (as defined in 
section 1646(3)). 

"(II) Subclause (I) shall not apply to an in
dividual if the individual has an impairment 
(or combination of impairments) which ls (or 
are) not expected to improve.". 

(2) DISABILITY REVIEW REQUIRED FOR SSI RE
CIPIENTS WHO ARE 18 YEARS OF AGE.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Sectlon 1614(a)(3)(G) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(G)), as amend
ed by paragraph (1) of this subsection, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(iii)(!) The Commissioner shall redeter
mine the eligib111ty of a qualified individual 
for supplemental security income benefits 
under this title by reason of disability, by 
applying the criteria used in determining eli
gibility for such benefits of applicants who 
have attained 18 years of age. 

"(II) The redetermination required by sub
clause (I) with respect to a qualified individ
ual shall be conducted during the 1-year pe
riod that begins on the date the qualified in
dividual attains 18 years of age. 

"(III) As used in this clause, the · term 
'quallfled individual' means an individual 
who attains 18 years of age and ls a recipient 
of cash benefits under this title by reason of 
dlsab111ty or of services under part C. 

"(IV) A redetermination under subclause 
(I) of this clause shall be considered a sub
stitute for a review required under any other 
provision of this subparagraph.". 

(B) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.-Not later 
than October 1, 1998, the Commissioner of 

Social Security shall submit to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate a report on the activities con
ducted under section 1614(a)(3)(G )(iii) of the 
Social Secur1 ty Act. 

(C) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Sectlon 207 of 
the Social Se curl ty Independence and Pro
gram Improvements Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
1382 note; 108 Stat. 1516) ls hereby repealed. 

(3) DISABILITY REVIEW REQUIRED FOR LOW 
BIRTH WEIGHT BABIES WHO HA VE RECEIVED SSI 
BENEFITS FOR 12 MONTHS.-Section 
1614(a)(3)(G) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(a)(3)(G)), as amended by paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of this subsection, is amended by add
ing at the end the following: 

"(lv)(l) The Commissioner shall redeter
mine the eligi b111 ty for-

" (aa) cash benefits under this title by rea
son of disab111ty of an individual whose low 
birth weight is a contributing factor mate
rial to the Commissioner's determination 
that the individual ls disabled; and 

"(bb) services under part C of an individual 
who is eligible for such services by reason of 
low birth weight. 

"(II) The redetermination required by sub
clause (I) shall be conducted once the indi
vidual has received such benefits for 12 
months. 

"(III) A redetermination under subclause 
(I) of this clause shall be considered a sub
stitute for a review required under any other 
provision of this subparagraph.". 

(4) APPLICABILITY OF MEDICAID RULES RE
GARDING COUNTING OF CERTAIN ASSETS AND 
TRUSTS OF CHILDREN.-Section 1613(c) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382b(c)) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ASSETS AND TRUSTS 

IN ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS FOR CHILDREN 
"(c) Subsections (c) and (d) of section 1917 

shall apply to determinations of eliglb111ty 
for benefits under this title in the case of an 
individual who has not attained 18 years of 
age in the same manner as such subsections 
apply to determinations of eliglb111ty for 
medical assistance under a State plan under 
title XIX, except that-

"(1) the amount described in section 
1917(c)(l)(E)(1)(II) shall be the amount of cash 
benefits payable under this title to an eligi
ble individual who does not have an eligible 
spouse and who has no income or resources; 

"(2) the look-back date speclfled in section 
1917(c)(l)(B) shall be the date that is 36 
months before the date the individual has 
applied for benefits under this title; and 

"(3) any assets in a trust over which the in
dividual has control shall be considered as
sets of the individual.". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Subsections (b)(l), (b)(2), (c)(3), (c)(5), 

and (e)(l)(B) of section 1611 of the Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382 (b)(l), (b)(2), (c)(3), 
(c)(5), and (e)(l)(B)) are each amended by in
serting "cash" before "benefit under this 
title". 

(2) Section 16ll(c)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382(c)(l)) ls amended-

(A) by striking "a benefit" and inserting 
"benefits"; 

(B) by striking "such benefit" and insert
ing "the cash benefit under this title"; and 

(C) by striking "and the amount of such 
benefits" and inserting "benefits under this 
title and the amount of any cash benefit 
under this title". 

(3) Section 161l(c)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382(c)(2)) is amended-

(A) by striking "such benefit" and insert
ing "the cash benefit"; 

(B) by inserting "cash" before "benefits" 
each place such term appears; and 
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(C) in subpargraph (B), by inserting "cash" 

before "benefit". 
(4) Section 1611(c)(3) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1382(c)(3)) is amended by inserting "cash" be
fore "benefits under this title". 

(5) Section 1611(e)(l)(G) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(l)(G)) is amended by inserting 
"cash" before "benefit or'. 

(6) Section 1614(a)(4) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(a)(4)) is amended by inserting "or im
pairment" after "disability" each place such 
term appears. 

(7) Section 1614(f)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(f)(l)) is amended by striking "and the 
amount of benefits" and inserting "benefits 
under this title and the amount of any cash 
benefit under this title". 

(8) Section 1614(f)(2)(A) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(f)(2)(A)) is amended by striking 
"and the amount of benefits" and inserting 
"benefits under this title and the amount of 
any cash benefit". 

(9) Section 1614(f)(3) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(f)(3)) is amended by striking "and the 
amount of benefits" and inserting "benefits 
under this title and the amount of any cash 
benefit under this title". 

(10) Section 1616(e)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382e(e)(l)) is amended by inserting "cash" 
before "supplemental". 

(11) Section 1621(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382j(a)) is amended by striking "and the 
amount of benefits" and inserting "benefits 
under this title and the amount of any cash 
benefit under this title". 

(12) Section 1631(a)(4) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383(a)(4)) is amended by inserting "cash" be
fore "benefits" the 1st place such term ap
pears in each of subparagraphs (A) and· (B). 

(13) Section 1631(a)(7)(A) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1383(a)(7)(A)) is amended by inserting 
"cash" before "benefits based". 

(14) Section 1631(a)(8)(A) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1383(a)(8)(A)) is amended by striking 
"benefits based on disability or blindness 
under this title" and inserting "benefits 
under this title (other than by reason of 
age)". 

(15) Section 163l(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383(c)) is amended-

(A) by striking "payment" each place such 
term appears and inserting "benefits"; and 

(B) by striking "payments" each place 
such term appears and inserting "benefits". 

(17) Section 1631(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383(e)) is amended-

(A) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking 
"amounts of such benefits" and inserting 
"amounts of cash benefits under this title"; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting "cash" 
before "benefits" each place such term ap
pears; 

(C) by redesignating the 2nd paragraph (6) 
and paragraph (7) as paragraphs (7) and (8), 
respectively; and 

(D) in paragraph (7) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting "cash" before "benefits" each 
place such term appears. 

(18) Section 1631(g)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383(g)(2)) is amended by striking "supple
mental security income" and inserting 
"cash". 

(19) Section 1635(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1383d(a)) is amended by striking "by reason 
of disability or blindness". 

(e) TEMPORARY ELIGIBILITY FOR CASH BENE
FITS FOR POOR DISABLED CHILDREN RESIDING 
IN STATES APPLYING ALTERNATIVE INCOME 
ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS UNDER MEDICAID.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-For the period beginning 
upon the 1st day of the 1st month that begins 
90 or more days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act and ending upon the close 
of fiscal year 1996, an individual described in 

paragraph (2) shall be considered to be eligi
ble for cash benefits under title XVI of the 
Social Security Act, notwithstanding that 
the individual does not meet any of the con
ditions described in section 
1614(a)(3)(A)(11)(Ill) of such Act. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.-For purposes of para
graph (1), an individual described in this 
paragraph is an individual who-

(A) has not attained 18 years of age; 
(B) meets the conditions described in sub

clauses (I) and (II) of section 1614(a)(3)(A)(11) 
of the Social Security Act; 

(C) resides in a State that, pursuant to sec
tion 1902(f) of such Act, restricts eligibility 
for medical assistance under title XIX of 
such Act with respect to aged, blind, and dis
abled individuals; and 

(D) is not eligible for medical assistance 
under the State plan under such title XIX. 

(f) REDUCTION IN CASH BENEFITS PAY ABLE 
TO INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN WHOSE MEDI
CAL COSTS ARE COVERED BY PRIVATE INSUR
ANCE.-Section 1611(e)(l)(B) of the Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(l)(B)) is amended 
by inserting "or under any health insurance 
policy issued by a private provider of such 
insurance" after "title XIX". 

(g) APPLICABILITY.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by sub
sections (a)(l), (c), (d) and (f) and section 
1645(b)(2) of the Social Security Act (as 
added by the amendment made by subsection 
(b) of this section), shall apply to benefits for 
months beginning 90 or more days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, without 
regard to whether regulations have been is
sued to implement such amendments. 

(2) DELAYED APPLICABILITY TO CURRENT SSI 
RECIPIENTS OF ELIGIBILITY RESTRICTIONS.
The amendments made by subsection (a)(l) 
shall not apply, during the first 6 months 
that begin after the month in which this Act 
becomes law, to an individual who is a recip
ient of cash supplemental security income 
benefits under title XVI of the Social Secu
rity Act for the month in which this Act be
comes law. 

(h) REGULATIONS.-Within 3 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act-

(1) the Commissioner of Social Security 
shall prescribe such regulations as may be 
necessary to implement the amendments 
made by subsections (a)(l), (c), (d), and (f) 
and to implement subsection (e); and 

(2) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to implement section 
1645(b )(2) of the Social Security Act, as added 
by the amendment made by subsection (b) of 
this section. 
SEC. 603. EXAMINATION OF MENTAL LISTINGS 

USED TO DETERMINE ELIGIBILITY 
OF CHILDREN FOR SSI BENEFITS BY 
REASON OF DISABILITY. 

Section 202(e)(2) of the Social Security 
Independence and Program Improvements 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 1382 note) is amended

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (F); and 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as 
subparagraph (H) and inserting after · sub
paragraph (F) the following: 

"(G) whether the criteria in the mental 
disorders listings in the Listings of Impair
ments set forth in appendix 1 of subpart P of 
part 404 of title 20, Code of Federal Regula
tions, are appropriate to ensure that eligi
bility of individuals who have not attained 18 
years of age for cash benefits under the sup
plemental security income program by rea
son of disability is limited to those who have 
serious disabilities and for whom such bene-

fits are necessary to improve their condition 
or quality of life; and". 
SEC. 604. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO PUERTO 

RICO, THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, AND 
GUAM UNDER PROGRAMS OF AID TO 
THE AGED, BLIND, OR DISABLED. 

Section 1108 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1308), as amended by section 104(e)(l) 
of this Act, is amended by inserting before 
"The total" the following: 

"(a) PROGRAMS OF AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, 
OR DISABLED.-The total amount certified by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
under titles I, X, XIV, and XVI (as in effect 
without regard to the amendment made by 
section 301 of the Social Security Amend
ments of 1972)-

"(l) for payment to Puerto Rico shall not 
exceed $18,053,940; 

"(2) for payment to the Virgin Islands shall 
not exceed $473,659; and 

"(3) for payment to Guam shall not exceed 
$900,718. 

"(b) MEDICAID PROGRAMS.-". 
SEC. 605. REPEAL OF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO OP· 
TIONAL STATE PROGRAMS FOR 
SUPPLEMENTATION OF SSI BENE· 
FITS. 

Section 1618 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382g) is hereby repealed. 

TITLE VII-CIDLD SUPPORT 
SEC. 700. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided, 
wherever in this title an amendment is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to or re
peal of a section or other provision, the ref
erence shall be considered to be made to that 
section or other provision of the Social Secu
rity Act. 

Subtitle A-Eligibility for Services; 
Distribution of Payments 

SEC. 701. STATE OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE CHILD 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SERVICES. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.-Section 
454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amended-

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

"(4) provide that the State will-
"(A) provide services relating to the estab

lishment of paternity or the establishment, 
modification, or enforcement of child sup
port obligations, as appropriate, under the 
plan with respect to-

"(i) each child for whom cash assistance is 
provided under the State program funded 
under part A of this title, benefits or services . 
are provided under the State program funded 
under part B of this title, or medical assist
ance is provided under the State plan ap
proved under title XIX, unless the State 
agency administering the plan determines 
(in accordance with paragraph (28)) that it is 
against the best interests of the child to do 
so; and 

"(11) any other child, if an individual ap
plies for such services with respect to the 
child; and 

"(B) enforce any support obligation estab
lished with respect to-

"(1) a child with respect to whom the State 
provides services under the plan; or 

"(11) the custodial parent of such a child."; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (6)-
(A) by striking "provide that" and insert

ing "provide that-"; 
(B) by striking subparagraph (A) and in

serting the following: 
"(A) services under the plan shall be made 

available to nonresidents on the same terms 
as to residents;"; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by inserting "on 
individuals not receiving assistance under 
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any State program funded under part A" 
after "such services shall be imposed"; 

(D) in each of subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), 
and (E)-

(i) by indenting the subparagraph in the 
same manner as, and aligning the left mar
gin of the subparagraph with the left margin 
of, the matter inserted by subparagraph (B) 
of this paragraph; and 

(11) by striking the final comma and insert
ing a semicolon; and 

(E) in subparagraph (E), by indenting each 
of clauses (1) and (11) 2 additional ems. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 452(b) (42 U.S.C. 652(b)) is 

amended by striking "454(6)" and inserting 
"454(4)". 

(2) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
652(g)(2)(A)) is amended by striking "454(6)" 
each place it appears and inserting 
"454(4)(A)(11)". 

(3) Section 466(a)(3)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
666(a)(3)(B)) is amended by striking "in the 
case of overdue support which a State has 
agreed to collect under section 454(6)" and 
inserting "in any other case". 

(4) Section 466(e) (42 U.S.C. 666(e)) is 
amended by striking "paragraph (4) or (6) of 
section 454" and inserting "section 454(4)". 
SEC. 702. DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD SUPPORT 

COLI.ECTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 457 (42 u.s.c. 657) 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 457. DISTRIBUTION OF COLI.ECTED SUP

PORT. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-An amount collected on 

behalf of a family as support by a State pur
suant to a plan approved under this part 
shall be distributed as follows: 

"(l) FAMILIES RECEIVING CASH ASSIST
ANCE.-ln the case of a family receiving cash 
assistance from the State, the State shall

"(A) retain, or distribute to the family, the 
State share of the amount so collected; and 

"(B) pay to the Federal Government the 
Federal share of the amount so collected. 

"(2) FAMILIES THAT FORMERLY RECEIVED 
CASH ASSISTANCE.-ln the case of a family 
that formerly received cash assistance from 
the State: 

"(A) CURRENT SUPPORT PAYMENTS.-To the 
extent that the amount so collected does not 
exceed the amount required to be paid to the 
family for the month in which collected, the 
State shall distribute the amount so col
lected to the family. 

"(B) PAYMENTS OF ARREARAGES.-To the 
extent that the amount so collected exceeds 
the amount required to be paid to the family 
for the month in which collected, the State 
shall distribute the amount so collected as 
follows: 

"(i) DISTRIBUTION TO THE FAMILY TO SAT
ISFY ARREARAGES THAT ACCRUED BEFORE OR 
AFTER THE FAMILY RECEIVED CASH ASSIST
ANCE.-The State shall distribute the 
amount so collected to the family to the ex
tent necessary to satisfy any support arrears 
with respect to the family that accrued be
fore or after the family received cash assist
ance from the State. 

"(11) REIMBURSEMENT OF GOVERNMENTS FOR 
ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO THE FAMILY.-To the 
extent that clause (i) does not apply to the 
amount, the State shall retain the State 
share of the amount so collected, and pay to 
the Federal Government the Federal share of 
the amount so collected, to the extent nec
essary to reimburse amounts paid to the 
family as cash assistance from the State. 

"(i11) DISTRIBUTION OF THE REMAINDER TO 
THE FAMILY.-To the extent that neither 
clause (i) nor clause (ii) applies to the 
amount so collected, the State shall distrib
ute the amount to the family. 

"(3) FAMILIES THAT NEVER RECEIVED CASH 
ASSISTANCE.-ln the case of any other family, 
the State shall distribute the amount so col
lected to the family. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in subsection 
(a): 

"(1) CASH ASSISTANCE.-The term 'cash as
sistance from the State' means-

"(A) cash assistance under the State pro
gram funded under part A or under the State 
plan approved under part A of this title (as 
in effect before October 1, 1996); or 

"(B) cash benefits under the State program 
funded under part B or under the State plan 
approved under part B or E of this title (as 
in effect before October l, 1996). 

"(2) FEDERAL SHARE.-The term 'Federal 
share' means, with respect to an amount col
lected by the State to satisfy a support obli
gation owed to a family for a time period-

"(A) the greatest Federal medical assist
ance percentage in effect for the State for 
fiscal year 1995 or any succeeding fiscal year; 
or 

"(B) if support is not owed to the family 
for any month for which the family received 
aid to families with dependent children 
under the State plan approved under part A 
of this title (as in effect before October l, 
1996), the Federal reimbursement percentage 
for the fiscal year in which the time period 
occurs. 

"(3) FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PERCENT
AGE.-The term 'Federal medical assistance 
percentage' means-

"(A) the Federal medical assistance per
centage (as defined in section 1118), in the 
case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, and American Samoa; or 

"(B) the Federal medical assistance per
centage (as defined in section 1905(b)) in the 
case of any other State. 

"(4) FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT PERCENT
AGE.-The term 'Federal assistance percent
age' means, with respect to a fiscal year

"(A) the total amount paid to the State 
under section 403 for the fiscal year; divided 
by 

"(B) the total amount expended by the 
State to carry out the State program under 
part A during the fiscal year. 

"(5) STATE SHARE.-The term 'State share' 
means 100 percent minus the Federal share. 

"(c) CONTINUATION OF SERVICES FOR FAMI
LIES CEASING TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE UNDER 
THE STATE PROGRAM FUNDED UNDER PART 
A.-When a family with respect to which 
services are provided under a State plan ap
proved under this part ceases to receive as
sistance under the State program funded 
under part A, the State shall provide appro
priate notice to the family and continue to 
provide such services, subject to the same 
conditions and on the same basis as in the 
case of individuals to whom services are fur
nished under section 454, except that an ap
plication or other request to continue serv
ices shall not be required of such a family 
and section 454(6)(B) shall not apply to the 
family.''. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendment made by sub
section (a) shall become effective on October 
1, 1999. 

(2) EARLIER EFFECTIVE DATE FOR RULES RE
LATING TO DISTRIBUTION OF SUPPORT COL
LECTED FOR FAMILIES RECEIVING TEMPORARY 
FAMILY ASSISTANCE.-Section 457(a)(l) of the 
Social Security Act, as added by the amend
ment made by subsection (a), shall become 
effective on October 1, 1995. 
SEC. 703. PRIVACY SAFEGUARDS. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 654) is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (23); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (24) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (24) the fol
lowing: 

"(25) will have in effect safeguards, appli
cable to all confidential information handled 
by the State agency, that are designed to 
protect the privacy rights of the parties, in
cluding-

"(A) safeguards against unauthorized use 
or disclosure of information relating to pro
ceedings or actions to establish paternity, or 
to establish or enforce support; 

"(B) prohibitions against the release of in
formation on the whereabouts of one party 
to another party against whom a protective 
order with respect to the former party has 
been entered; and 

"(C) prohibitions against the release of in
formation on the whereabouts of one party 
to another party if the State has reason to 
believe that the release of the information 
may result in physical or emotional harm to 
the former party.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive on October l, 1997. 

Subtitle B-Locate and Case Tracking 
SEC. 711. STATE CASE REGISTRY. 

Section 454A, as added by section 745(a)(2) 
of this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(e) STATE CASE REGISTRY.-
"(!) CONTENTS.-The automated system re

quired by this section shall include a reg
istry (which shall be known as the 'State 
case registry') that contains records with re
spect to-

"(A) each case in which services are being 
provided by the State agency under the 
State plan approved under this part; and 

"(B) each support order established or 
modified in the State on or after October l, 
1998. 

"(2) LINKING OF LOCAL REGISTRIES.-The 
State case registry may be established by 
linking local case registries of support or
ders through an automated information net
work, subject to this section. 

"(3) USE OF STANDARDIZED DATA ELE
MENTS.-Such records shall use standardized 
data elements for both parents (such as 
names, social security numbers and other 
uniform identification numbers, dates of 
birth, and case identification numbers), and 
contain such other information (such as on 
case status) as the Secretary may require. 

"(4) PAYMENT RECORDS.-Each case record 
in the State case registry with respect to 
which services are being provided under the 
State plan approved under this part and with 
respect to which a support order has been es
tablished shall include a record of-

"(A) the amount of monthly (or other peri
odic) support owed under the order, and 
other amounts (including arrears, interest or 
late payment penalties, and fees) due or 
overdue under the order; 

"(B) any amount described in subpara
graph (A) that has been collected; 

"(C) the distribution of such collected 
amounts; 

"(D) the birth date of any child for whom 
the order requires the provision of support; 
and 

"(E) the amount of any lien imposed pursu
ant to section 466(a)(4). 

"(5) UPDATING AND MONITORING.-The State 
agency operating the automated system re
quired by this section shall promptly estab
lish and maintain, and regularly monitor, 
case records in the State case registry with 
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respect to wllich services are being provided 
under the State plan approved under this 
part, on the basis of-

"(A) information on administrative actions 
and administrative and judicial proceedings 
and orders relating to paternity and support; 

"(B) information obtained from compari
son with Federal, State, or local sources of 
information; 

"(C) information on support collections 
and distributions; and 

"(D) any other relevant information. 
"(f) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND OTHER 

DISCLOSURES OF INFORMATION.-The State 
shall use the automated system required by 
this section to extract information from (at 
such times, and in such standardized format 
or formats, as may be required by the Sec
retary), to share and compare information 
with, and to receive information from, other 
data bases and information comparison serv
ices, in order to obtain (or provide) informa
tion necessary to enable the State agency (or 
the Secretary or other State or Federal 
agencies) to carry out this part, subject to 
section 6103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. Such information comparison activities 
shall include the following: 

"(l) FEDERAL CASE REGISTRY OF CHILD SUP
PORT ORDERS.-Furnishlng to the Federal 
Case Registry of Child Support Orders estab
lished under section 453(h) (and update as 
necessary, with information including notice 
of expiration of orders) the minimum 

· amount of information on child support 
cases recorded in the State case registry 
that is necessary to operate the registry (as 
specified by the Secretary in regulations). 

"(2) FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE.
Exchanging information with the Federal 
Parent Locator Service for the purposes 
specified in section 453. 

"(3) TEMPORARY FAMILY ASSISTANCE AND 
MEDICAID AGENCIES.-Exchanglng informa
tion with State agencies (of the State and of 
other States) administering programs funded 
under part A, programs operated under State 
plans under title XIX, and other programs 
designated by the Secretary, as necessary to 
perform State agency responsibilities under 
this part and under such programs. 

"(4) INTRA- AND INTERSTATE INFORMATION 
COMPARISONS.-Exchanglng information with 
other agencies of the State, agencies of other 
States, and interstate information networks, 
as necessary and appropriate to carry out (or 
assist other States to carry out) the purposes 
of this part.''. 
SEC. 712. COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT OF 

SUPPORT PAYMENTS. 
(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 

(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by section 703(a) 
of this Act, ls amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (24); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (25) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (25) the fol
lowing: 

"(26) provide that, on and after October 1, 
1998, the State agency will-

"(A) operate a State disbursement unit in 
accordance with section 454B; and 

"(B) have sufficient State staff (consisting 
of State employees) and (at State option) 
contractors reporting directly to the State 
agency to-

"(1) monitor and enforce support collec
tions through the unit (including carrying 
out the automated data processing respon
sibilities described in section 454A(g)); and 

"(ii) take the actions described in section 
466(c)(l) in appropriate cases.". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE DISBURSE
MENT UNIT.-Part D of title IV (42 u.s.c. 651-

669), as amended by section 745(a)(2) of this 
Act, ls amended by inserting after section 
454A the following: 
"SEC. 4MB. COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT OF 

SUPPORT PAYMENTS. 
"(a) STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-In order for a State to 

meet the requirements oi this section, the 
State agency must establish and operate a 
unit (which shall be known as the 'State dis
bursement unit') for the collection and dis
bursement of payments under support orders 
in all cases being enforced by the State pur
suant to section 454(4). 

"(2) OPERATION.-The State disbursement 
unit shall be operated-

"(A) directly by the State agency (or 2 or 
more State agencies under a regional cooper
ative agreement), or (to the extent appro
priate) by a contractor responsible directly 
to the State agency; and 

"(B) in coordination with the automated 
system established by the State pursuant to 
section 454A. 

"(3) LINKING OF LOCAL DISBURSEMENT 
UNITS.-The State disbursement unit may be 
established by linking local disbursement 
units through an automated information 
network, subject to this section. 

"(b) REQUIRED PROCEDURES.-The State 
disbursement unit shall use automated pro
cedures, electronic processes, and computer
drlven technology to the maximum extent 
feasible, efficient, and economical, for the 
collection and disbursement of support pay
ments, including procedures-

"(!) for receipt of payments from parents, 
employers, and other States, and for dis
bursements to custodial parents and other 
obligees, the State agency, and the agencies 
of other States; 

"(2) for accurate identification of pay
ments; 

"(3) to ensure prompt disbursement of the 
custodial parent's share of any payment; and 

"(4) to furnish to any parent, upon request, 
timely information on the current status of 
support payments under an order requiring 
payments to be made by or to the parent. 

"(c) TIMING OF DISBURSEMENTS.-The State 
disbursement unit shall distribute all 
amounts payable under section 457(a) within 
2 business days after receipt from the em
ployer or other source of periodic income, if 
sufficient information identifying the payee 
ls provided. 

"(d) BUSINESS DAY DEFINED.-As used in 
this section, the term 'business day' means a 
day on which State offices are open for regu
lar business.". 

(c) USE OF AUTOMATED SYSTEM.-Sectlon 
454A, as added by section 745(a)(2) of this Act 
and as amended by section 711 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(g) COLLECTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF SUP
PORT PAYMENTS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-The State shall use the 
automated system reqtilred by this section, 
to the maximum extent feasible, to assist 
and fac111tate the collection and disburse
ment of support payments through the State 
disbursement unit operated under section 
454B, through the performance of functions, 
including, at a mlnlmum-

"(A) transmission of orders and notices to 
employers (and other debtors) for the with
holding of wages (and other income)-

"(!) within 2 business days after receipt 
(from a court, another State, an employer, 
the Federal Parent Locator Service, or an
other source recognized by the State) of no
tice of, and the income source subject to, 
such withholding; and 

"(ii) using uniform formats prescribed by 
the Secretary; 

"(B) ongoing monitoring to promptly iden
tify failures to make timely payment of sup
port; and 

"(C) automatic use of enforcement proce
dures (including procedures authorized pur
suant to section 466(c)) where payments are 
not timely made. 

"(2) BUSINESS DAY DEFINED.-As used in 
paragraph (1), the t3rm 'business day' means 
a day on which State offices are open for reg
ular business.''. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
on October 1, 1998. 
SEC. 713. STATE DIRECTORY OF NEW lllRES. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sections 703(a) 
and 712(a) of this Act, is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (25); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (26) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (26) the fol
lowing: 

"(27) provide that, on and after October 1, 
1997, the State will operate a State Directory 
of New Hires in accordance with section 
453A.". 

(b) STATE DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.-Part 
D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651-669) ls amended by 
inserting after section 453 the following: 
"SEC. 453A. STATE DIRECTORY OF NEW lllRES. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than October 1, 

1997, each State shall establish an automated 
directory (to be known as the 'State Direc
tory of New Hires') which shall contain in
formation supplied in accordance with sub
section (b) by employers and labor organiza
tions on each newly hired employee. 

"(2) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(A) EMPLOYEE.-The term 'employee'
"(!) means an individual who ls an em-

ployee within the meaning of chapter 24 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

"(ii) does not include an employee of a 
Federal or State agency performing intel
ligence or counterintelligence functions, if 
the head of such agency has determined that 
reporting pursuant to paragraph (1) with re
spect to the employee could endanger the 
safety of the employee or compromise an on
going investigation or intelligence mission. 

"(B) GoVERNMENTAL EMPLOYERS.-The 
term 'employer' includes any governmental 
entity. 

"(C) LABOR ORGANIZATION.-The term 
'labor organization' shall have the meaning 
given such. term in section 2(5) of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act, and includes any 
entity (also known as a 'hiring hall') which 
is used by the organization and an employer 
to carry out requirements described in sec
tion 8(f)(3) of such Act of an agreement be
tween the organization and the employer. 

"(b) EMPLOYER INFORMATION.
"(!) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), each employer shall fur
nish to the Directory of New Hires of the 
State in which a newly hired employee 
works a report that contains the name, ad
dress, and social security number of the em
ployee, and the name of, and identifying 
number assigned under section 6109 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to, the employer. 

"(B) MULTISTATE EMPLOYERS.-An em
ployer who has employees who are employed 
in 2 or more States may comply with sub
paragraph (A) by transmitting the report de
scribed in subparagraph (A) magnetically or 
electronically to the State in which the 
greatest number of employees of the em
ployer are employed. 
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"(2) TIMING OF REPORT.-The report re

quired by paragraph (1) with respect to an 
employee shall be made not later than the 
later of-

"(A) 15 days after the date the employer 
hires the employee; or 

"(B) the date the employee first receives 
wages or other compensation from the em
ployer. 

"(c) REPORTING FORMAT AND METHOD.
Each report required by subsection (b) shall 
be made on a W-4 form or the equivalent, 
and may be transmitted by first class mail, 
magnetically, or electronically. 

"(d) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES ON NON
COMPLYING EMPLOYERS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-An employer that fails 
to comply with subsection (b) with respect to 
an employee shall be subject to a civil 
money penalty of-

"(A) $25; or 
"(B) $500 if, under State law, the failure is 

the result of a conspiracy between the em
ployer and the employee to not supply the 
required report or to supply a false or incom
plete report. 

"(2) APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 1128.-Sec
tion 1128 (other than subsections (a) and (b) 
of such section) shall apply to a civil money 
penalty under paragraph (1) of this sub
section in the same manner as such section 
applies to a civil money penalty or proceed
ing under section 1128A(a). 

"(e) INFORMATION COMPARISONS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than October 1, 

1997, an agency designated by the State 
shall, directly or by contract, conduct auto
mated comparisons of the social security 
numbers reported by employers pursuant to 
subsection (b) and the social security num
bers appearing in the records of the State 
case registry for cases being enforced under 
the State plan. 

"(2) NOTICE OF MATCH.-When an informa
tion comparison conducted under paragraph 
(1) reveals a match with respect to the social 
security number of an individual required to 
provide support under a support order, the 
State Directory of New Hires shall provide 
the agency administering the State plan ap
proved under this part of the appropriate 
State with the name, address, and social se
curity number of the employee to whom the 
social security number is assigned, and the 
name of, and identifying number assigned 
under section 6109 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to, the employer. 

"(f) TRANSMISSION OF lNFORMATION.-
"(l) TRANSMISSION OF WAGE WITHHOLDING 

NOTICES TO EMPLOYERS.-Within 2 business 
days after the date information regarding a 
newly hired employee is entered into the 
State Directory of New Hires, the State 
agency enforcing the employee's child sup
port obligation shall transmit a notice to the 
employer of the employee directing the em
ployer to withhold from the wages of the em
ployee an amount equal to the monthly (or 
other periodic) child support obligation of 
the employee, unless the employee's wages 
are not subject to withholding pursuant to 
section 466(b)(3). 

"(2) TRANSMISSIONS TO THE NATIONAL DIREC
TORY OF NEW HIRES.-

"(A) NEW HIRE INFORMATION.-Wi.thin 4 
business days after the State Directory of 
New Hires receives information from em
ployers pursuant to this section, the State 
Directory of New Hires shall furnish the in
formation to the National Directory of New 
Hires. 

"(B) WAGE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA
TION INFORMATION.-The State Directory of 
New Hires shall, on a quarterly basis, furnish 

to the National Directory of New Hires ex
tracts of the reports required under section 
303(a)(6) to be made to the Secretary of 
Labor concerning the wages and unemploy
ment compensation paid to individuals, by 
such dates, in such format, and containing 
such information as the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall specify in regula
tions. 

"(3) BUSINESS DAY DEFINED.-As used in 
this subsection, the term 'business day' 
means a day on which State offices are open 
for regular business. 

"(g) OTHER USES OF NEW HIRE INFORMA
TION.-

"(l) LOCATION OF CHILD SUPPORT OBLI
GORS.-The agency administering the State 
plan approved under this part shall use infor
mation received pursuant to subsection (e)(2) 
to locate individuals for purposes of estab
lishing paternity and establishing, modify
ing, and enforcing child support obligations. 

"(2) VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR CER
TAIN PROGRAMS.-A State agency responsible 
for administering a program specified in sec
tion 1137(b) shall have access to information 
reported by employers pursuant to sub
section (b) of this section for purposes of 
verifying eligibility for the program. 

"(3) ADMINISTRATION OF EMPLOYMENT SECU
RITY AND WORKERS COMPENSATION.-State 
agencies operating employment security and 
workers' compensation programs shall have 
access to information reported by employers 
pursuant to subsection (b) for the purposes of 
administering such programs.". 
SEC. 714. AMENDMENTS CONCERNING INCOME 

WITHHOLDING. 

(a) MANDATORY INCOME WITHHOLDING.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 466(a)(l) (42 U.S.C. 

666(a)(l)) is amended to read as follows: 
"(l) INCOME WITHHOLDING.-
"(A) UNDER ORDERS ENFORCED UNDER THE 

STATE PLAN.-Procedures described in sub
section (b) for the withholding from income 
of amounts payable as support in cases sub
ject to enforcement under the State plan. 

"(B) UNDER CERTAIN ORDERS PREDATING 
CHANGE IN REQUIREMENT.-Procedures under 
which the wages of a person with a support 
obligation imposed by a support order issued 
(or modified) in the State before October 1, 
1996, if not otherwise subject to withholding 
under subsection (b), shall become subject to 
withholding as provided in subsection (b) if 
arrearages occur, without the need for a ju
dicial or administrative hearing.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 466(a)(8)(B)(111) (42 U.S.C. 

666(a)(8)(B)(111)) is amended-
(i) by striking "(5)"; and 
(11) by inserting ", and, at the option of the 

State, the requirements of subsection (b)(5)" 
before the period. 

(B) Section 466(b) (42 U.S.C. 666(b)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1), by striking "subsection (a)(l)" and in
serting "subsection (a)(l)(A)". 

(C) Section 466(b)(5) (42 U.S.C. 666(b)(5)) is 
amended by striking all that follows "admin
istered by" and inserting "the State through 
the State disbursement unit established pur
suant to section 454B, in accordance with the 
requirements of section 454B.''. 

(D) Section 466(b)(6)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
666(b)(6)(A)) is amended-

(1) in clause (i), by striking "to the appro
priate agency" and all that follows and in
serting "to the State disbursement unit 
within 2 business days after the date the 
amount would (but for this subsection) have 
been paid or credited to the employee, for 
distribution in accordance with this part."; 

(11) in clause (11), by inserting "be in a 
standard format prescribed by the Secretary, 
and" after "shall"; and 

(111) by adding at the end the following: 
"(i11) As used in this subparagraph, the 

term 'business day' means a day on which 
State offices are open for regular business.". 

(E) Section 466(b)(6)(D) (42 U.S.C. 
666(b)(6)(D)) is amended by striking "any em
ployer" and all that follows and inserting 
the following: 
"any employer who-

"(i) discharges from employment, refuses 
to employ, or takes disciplinary action 
against any absent parent subject to wage 
withholding required by this subsection be
cause of the existence of such withholding 
and the obligations or additional obligations 
which is imposes upon the employer; or 

"(11) fails to withhold support from wages, 
or to pay such amounts to the State dis
bursement unit in accordance with this sub
section.". 

(F) Section 466(b) (42 U.S.C. 666(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(11) Procedures under which the agency 
administering the State plan approved under 
this part may execute a withholding order 
through electronic means and without ad
vance notice to the obligor.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
466(c) (42 U.S.C. 666(c)) ls repealed. 
SEC. 71~. WCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER· 

STATE NETWORKS. 
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)) ls amended 

by adding at the end the following: 
"(12) LOCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER

STATE NETWORKS.-Procedures to ensure that 
all Federal and State agencies conducting 
activities under this part have access to any 
system used by the State to locate an indi
vidual for purposes relating to motor vehi-

. cles or law enforcement.". 
SEC. 716. EXPANSION OF THE FEDERAL PARENT 

LOCATOR SERVICE. 
(a) EXPANDED AUTHORITY To LOCATE INDI

VIDUALS AND ASSETS.-Sectlon 453 (42 u.s.c. 
653) ls amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking all that 
follows "subsection (c))" and inserting", for 
the purpose of establishing parentage, estab
lishing, setting the amount of, modifying, or 
enforcing child support obligatlons-

"(1) information on, or facilitating the dis
covery of, the location of any individual

" (A) who is under an obligation to pay 
child support; 

"(B) against whom such an obligation is 
sought; or 

" (C) to whom such an obligation is owed, 
including the individual's social security 
number (or numbers), most recent address, 
and the name, address, and employer identi
fication number of the individual's em
ployer; and 

"(2) information on the individual's wages 
(or other income) from, and benefits of, em
ployment (including rights to or enrollment 
in group health care coverage)."; and 

(2) in subsection (b), in the matter preced
ing paragraph (1), by striking "social secu
rity" and all that follows through "absent 
parent" and inserting "information de
scribed in subsection (a)". 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR INFORMATION FROM 
FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Section 453(e)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 653(e)(2)) is amended in the 4th sen
tence by inserting "in an amount which the 
Secretary determines to be reasonable pay
ment for the information exchange (which 
amount shall not include payment for the 
costs of obtaining, comp111ng, or maintain
ing the information)" before the period. 
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(C) REIMBURSEMENT FOR REPORTS BY STATE 

AGENCIES.-Sectlon 453 (42 u.s.c. 653) ls 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(g) The Secretary may reimburse Federal 
and State agencies for the costs incurred by 
such entitles in furnishing information re
quested by the Secretary under this section 
in an amount which the Secretary deter
mines to be reasonable payment for the in
formation exchange (which amount shall not 
include payment for the costs of obtaining, 
comp111ng, or maintaining the informa
tion).". 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Sections 452(a)(9), 453(a), 453(b), 463(a), 

463(e), and 463(f) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(9), 653(a), 
653(b), 663(a), 663(e), and 663(f)) are each 
amended by inserting "Federal" before "Par
ent" each place such term appears. 

(2) Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 653) ls amended in 
the heading by adding "FEDERAL" before 
"PARENT". 

(e) NEW COMPONENTS.-Sectlon 453 (42 
U.S.C. 653), as amended by subsection (c) of 
this section, ls amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(h) FEDERAL CASE REGISTRY OF CHILD 
SUPPORT 0RDERS.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Not later than October l, 
1998, in order to assist States in administer
ing programs under State plans approved 
under this part and programs funded under 
part A, and for the other purposes speclfled 
in this section, the Secretary shall establish 
and maintain in the Federal Parent Locator 
Service an automated registry (which shall 
be known as the 'Federal Case Registry of 
Child Support Orders'), which shall contain 
abstracts of support orders and other infor
mation described in paragraph (2) with re
spect to each case in each State case registry 
maintained pursuant to section 454A(e), as 
furnished (and regularly updated), pursuant 
to section 454A(f), by State agencies admin
istering programs under this part. 

"(2) CASE INFORMATION.-The information 
referred to in paragraph (1) with respect to a 
case shall be such information as the Sec
retary may specify in regulations (including 
the names, social security numbers or other 
uniform identlflcation numbers, and State 
case identlflcation numbers) to identify the 
individuals who owe or are owed support (or 
with respect to or on behalf of whom support 
obligations are sought to be established), and 
the State or States which have the case. 

"(i) NATIONAL DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.
"(l) IN GENERAL.-In order to assist States 

in administering programs under State plans 
approved under this part and programs fund
ed under part A, and for the other purposes 
speclfled in this section, the Secretary shall, 
not later than October 1, 1996, establish and 
maintain in the Federal Parent Locator 
Service an automated directory to be known 
as the National Directory of New Hires, 
which shall contain the information supplied 
pursuant to section 453A(f)(2). 

"(2) ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL TAX 
LAWS.-The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
have access to the information in the Fed
eral Directory of New Hires for purposes of 
administering section 32 of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986, or the advance payment of 
the earned income tax credit under section 
3507 of such Code, and verifying a claim with 
respect to employment in a tax return. 

"(j) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND OTHER 
DISCLOSURES.-

"(l) VERIFICATION BY SOCIAL SECURITY AD
MINISTRATION.-

"(A) The Secretary shall transmit informa
tion on individuals and employers main
tained under this section to the Social Secu-

rity Administration to the extent necessary 
for verification in accordance with subpara
graph (B). 

"(B) The Social Security Administration 
shall verify the accuracy of, correct, or sup
ply to the extent possible, and report to the 
Secretary, the following information sup
plied by the Secretary pursuant to subpara
graph (A): 

"(i) The name, social security number, and 
birth date of each such individual. 

"(ii) The employer ldentlflcation number 
of each such employer. 

"(2) INFORMATION COMPARISONS.-For the 
purpose of locating individuals in a paternity 
establishment case or a case involving the 
establishment, modlflcation, or enforcement 
of a support order, the Secretary shall-

"(A) compare information in the National 
Directory of New Hires against information 
in the support order abstracts in the Federal 
Case Registry of Child Support Orders not 
less often than every 2 business days; and 

"(B) within 2 such days after such a com
parison reveals a match with respect to an 
individual, report the information to the 
State agency responsible for the case. 

"(3) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO
SURES OF INFORMATION IN ALL REGISTRIES FOR 
TITLE IV PROGRAM PURPOSES.-To the extent 
and with the frequency that the Secretary 
determines to be effective in assisting States 
to carry out their responsib111ties under pro
grams operated under this part and programs 
funded under part A, the Secretary shall-

"(A) compare the information in each com
ponent of the Federal Parent Locator Serv
ice maintained under this section against 
the information in each other such compo
nent (other than the comparison required by 
paragraph (2)), and report instances in which 
such a comparison reveals a match with re
spect to an individual to State agencies oper
ating such programs; and 

"(B) disclose information in such registries 
to such State agencies. 

"(4) PROVISION OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION.-The 
National Directory of New Hires shall pro
vide the Commissioner of Social Security 
with all information in the National Direc
tory, which shall be used to determine the 
accuracy of payments under the supple
mental security income program under title 
XVI and in connection with benefits under 
title II. 

"(5) RESEARCH.-The Secretary may pro
vide access to information reported by em
ployers pursuant to section 453A(b) for re
search purposes found by the Secretary to be 
likely to contribute to achieving the pur
poses of part A or this part, but without per
sonal identlflers. 

"(k) FEES.-
"(l) FOR SSA VERIFICATION.-The Secretary 

shall reimburse the Commissioner of Social 
Security, at a rate negotiated between the 
Secretary and the Commissioner, for the 
costs incurred by the Commissioner in per
forming the verlflcatlon services described in 
subsection (j). 

"(2) FOR INFORMATION FROM STATE DIREC
TORIES OF NEW HIRES.-The Secretary shall 
reimburse costs incurred by State directories 
of new hires in furnishing information as re
quired by subsection (j)(3), at rates which the 
Secretary determines to be reasonable 
(which rates shall not include payment for 
the costs of obtaining, comp111ng, or main
taining such information). 

"(3) FOR INFORMATION FURNISHED TO STATE 
AND FEDERAL AGENCIES.-A State or Federal 
agency that receives information from the 
Secretary pursuant to this section shall re-

imburse the Secretary for costs incurred by 
the Secretary in furnishing the information, 
at rates which the Secretary determines to 
be reasonable (which rates shall include pay
ment for the costs of obtaining, verifying, 
maintaining, and comparing the informa
tion). 

"(1) RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE AND USE.
Information in the Federal Parent Locator 
Service, and information resulting from 
comparisons using such information, shall 
not be used or disclosed except as expressly 
provided in this section, subject to section 
6103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

"(m) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU
RITY.-The Secretary shall establish and im
plement safeguards with respect to the enti
ties established under this section designed 
to-

"(1) ensure the accuracy and completeness 
of information in the Federal Parent Locator 
Service; and 

"(2) restrict access to confidential infor
mation in the Federal Parent Locator Serv
ice to authorized persons, and restrict use of 
such information to authorized purposes.". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) TO PART D OF TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SE

CURITY ACT.-Section 454(8)(B) (42 u.s.c. 
654(8)(B)) ls amended to read as follows: 

"(B) the Federal Parent Locator Service 
established under section 453;". 

(2) TO FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT.
Section 3304(a)(16) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 ls amended-

(A) by striking "Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare" each place such term 
appears and inserting "Secretary of Health 
and Human Services"; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking "such 
information" and all that follows and insert
ing "information furnished under subpara
graph (A) or (B) is used only for the purposes 
authorized under such subparagraph;"; 

(C) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (A); 

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(E) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(B) wage and unemployment compensa
tion information contained in the records of 
such agency shall be furnished to the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services (in ac
cordance with regulations promulgated by 
such Secretary) as necessary for the pur
poses of the National Directory of New Hires 
established under section 453(i) of the Social 
Security Act, and". 

(3) TO STATE GRANT PROGRAM UNDER TITLE 
III OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.-Sectlon 
303(a) (42 U.S.C. 503(a)) is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (8); 

(B) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (9); 

(C) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (10) and inserting "; and"; and 

(D) by adding after paragraph (10) the fol
lowing: 

"(11) The making of quarterly electronic 
reports, at such dates, in such format, and 
containing such information, as required by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
under section 453(i)(3), and compliance with 
such provisions as such Secretary may find 
necessary to ensure the correctness and ver
ification of such reports.". 
SEC. 717. COLLECTION AND USE OF SOCIAL SE

CURITY NUMBERS FOR USE IN 
CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT.-Sectlon 
466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended by sec
tion 715 of this Act, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
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"(13) RECORDING OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUM- "'(II) either reside in this State or are sub-

BERS IN CERTAIN FAMILY MATTERS.-Proce- ject to the jurisdiction of this State pursu
dures requiring that the social security num- ant to section 201; and 
ber of- "'(11) (in any case where another State is 

"(A) any applicant for a professional li- exercising or seeks to exercise jurisdiction 
cense, commercial driver's license, occupa- to modify the order) the conditions of sec
tional license, or marriage license be re- tion 204 are met to the same extent as re
corded on the application; and quired for proceedings to establish orders; 

"(B) any individual who is subject to a di- or'. 
vorce decree, support order, or paternity de- "(4) SERVICE OF PROCESS.-The State law 
termination or acknowledgment be placed in enacted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall pro
the records relating to the matter.". vide that, in any proceeding subject to the 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section law, process may be served (and proved) upon 
205(c)(2)(C) (42 U.S.C. 405(c)(2)(C)), as amend- persons in the State by any means accept
ed by section 321(a)(9) of the Social Security able in any State which is the initiating or 
Independence and Program Improvements responding State in the proceeding.". 
Act of 1994, is amended- SEC. 722. IMPROVEMENTS TO FULL FAITH AND 

(1) in clause (i), by striking "may require" CREDIT FOR CHILD SUPPORT OR-
and inserting "shall require"; DERS. 

(2) in clause (11), by inserting after the 1st Section 1738B of title 28, United States 
sentence the following: "In the admlnlstra- Code, is amended-
tion of any law involving the issuance of a (1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking "sub
marriage certificate or license, each State section (e)" and inserting "subsections (e), 
shall require each party named in the certifi- (f), and (1)"; 
cate or license to furnish to the State (or po- (2) in subsection (b), by inserting after the 
litical subdivision thereof) or any State 2nd undesignated paragraph the following: 
agency having administrative responsibility "'child's home State' means the State in 
for the law involved, the social security which a child lived with a parent or a person 
number of the party."; acting as parent for at least six consecutive 

(3) in clause (vi), by striking "may" and in- months immediately preceding the time of 
serting "shall"; and filing of a petition or comparable pleading 

(4) by adding at the end the following: for support and, if a child ls less than six 
"(x) An agency of a State (or a political months old, the State in which the child 

subdivision thereof) charged with the admin- lived from birth with any of them. A period 
istration of any law concerning the issuance of temporary absence of any of them is 
or renewal of a license, certificate, permit, counted as part of the six-month period."; 
or other authorization to engage in a profes- (3) in subsection (c), by inserting "by a 
sion, an occupation, or a commercial activ- court of a State" before "is made"; 
ity shall require all applicants for issuance (4) in subsection (c)(l), by inserting "and 
or renewal of the license, certificate, permit, subsections (e), (f), and (g)" after "located"; 
or other authorization to provide the appli- (5) in subsection (d)-
cant's social security number to the agency (A) by inserting "individual" before "con-
for the purpose of administering such laws, testant"; and 
and for the purpose of responding to requests (B) by striking "subsection (e)" and insert-
for information from an agency operating ing "subsections (e) and (f)"; 
pursuant to part D of title IV. (6) in subsection (e), by striking "make a 

"(xi) All divorce decrees, support orders, modification of a child support order with re
and paternity determinations issued, and all spect to a child that is made" and inserting 
paternity acknowledgments made, in each "modify a child support order issued"; 
State shall include the social security num- (7) in subsection (e)(l), by inserting "pursu-
ber of each party to the decree, order, deter- ant to subsection (i)" before the semicolon; 
mination, or acknowledgement in the (8) in subsection (e)(2)-
records relating to the matter.". (A) by inserting "individual" before "con-

Subtitle C-Streamlining and Uniformity of testant" each place such term appears; and 
Procedures (B) by striking "to that court's making the 

SEC. 721. ADOPTION OF UNIFORM STATE LAWS. modification and assuming" and inserting 
Section 466 (42 U.S.C. 666) is amended by "with the State of continuing, exclusive ju-

adding at the end the following: risdiction for a court of another State to 
"(f) UNIFORM INTERSTATE FAMILY SUPPORT modify the order and assume"; 

ACT.- (9) by redeslgnating subsections (f) and (g) 
"(1) ENACTMENT AND USE.-ln order to sat- as subsections (g) and (h), respectively; 

isfy section 454(20)(A) on or after January l, ' (10) by inserting after subsection (e) the 
1997, each State must have in effect the Uni- following: 
form Interstate Family Support Act, as ap- "(f) RECOGNITION OF CHILD SUPPORT OR
proved by the National Conference of Com- DERS.-If one or more child support orders 
missioners on Uniform State Laws in August have been issued in this or another State 
1992 (with the modifications and additions with regard to an obligor and a child, a court 
specified in this subsection), and the proce- shall apply the following rules in determin
dures required to implement such Act. lng which order to recognize for purposes of 

"(2) EXPANDED APPLICATION.-The State continuing, exclusive jurisdiction and en
law enacted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall forcement: 
be applied to any case involving an order "(1) If only one court has issued a child 
which is established or modified in a State support order, the order of that court must 
and which is sought to be modified or en- be recognized. 
forced in another State. "(2) If two or more courts have issued child 

"(3) JURISDICTION TO MODIFY ORDERS.-The support orders for the same obligor and 
State law enacted pursuant to paragraph (1) child, and only one of the courts would have 
of this subsection shall contain the following continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 
provision in lieu of section 611(a)(l) of the section, the order of that court must be rec-
Unlform Interstate Family Support Act: ognlzed. 

"'(1) the following requirements are met: "(3) If two or more courts have issued child 
"'(1) the child, the individual obligee, and support orders for the same obligor and 

the obligor- child, and only one of the courts would have 
"'(I) do not reside in the issuing State; and continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 

section, an order issued by a court in the 
current home State of the child must be rec
ognized, but 1f an order has not been issued 
in the current home State of the child, the 
order most recently issued must be recog
nized. 

"(4) If two or more courts have issued child 
support orders for the same obligor and 
child, and none of the courts would have con
tinuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 
section, a court may issue a child support 
order, which must be recognized. 

"(5) The court that has issued an order rec
ognized under this subsection is the court 
having continuing, exclusive jurisdiction."; 

(11) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated)
(A) by striking "PRIOR" and inserting 

"MODIFIED"; and 
(B) by striking "subsection (e)" and insert

ing "subsections (e) and (f)"; 
(12) in subsection (h) (as so redesignated)
(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting "includ

ing the duration of current payments and 
other obligations of support" before the 
comma; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting "arrears 
under" after "enforce"; and 

(13) by adding at the end the following: 
"(1) REGISTRATION FOR MODIFICATION.-If 

there is no individual contestant or child re
siding in the issuing State, the party or sup
port enforcement agency seeking to modify, 
or to modify and enforce, a child support 
order issued in another State shall register 
that order in a State with jurisdiction over 
the nonmovant for the purpose of modifica
tion.". 
SEC. 723. ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT IN 

INTERSTATE CASES. 
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 

by sections 715 and 717(a) of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(14) ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT IN 
INTERSTATE CASES.-Procedures under 
which-

"(A)(1) the State shall respond within 5 
business days to a request made by another 
State to enforce a support order; and 

"(11) the term 'business day' means a day 
on which State offices are open for regular 
business; 

"(B) the State may, by electronic or other 
means, transmit to another State a request 
for assistance in a case involving the en
forcement of a support order, which re
quest-

"(i) shall include such information as wlll 
enable the State to which the request is 
transmitted to compare the information 
about the case to the information in the data 
bases of the State; 

"(11) shall constitute a certification by the 
requesting State-

"(!) of the amount of support under the 
order the payment of which is in arrears; and 

"(II) that the requesting State has com
plied with all procedural due process require
ments applicable to the case. 

"(C) if the State provides assistance to an
other State pursuant to this paragraph with 
respect to a case, neither State shall con
sider the case to be transferred to the case
load of such other State; and 

"(D) the State shall maintain records of
"(i) the number of such requests for assist

ance received by the State; 
"(11) the number of cases for which the 

State collected support in response to such a 
request; and 

"(11i) the amount of such collected sup
port.". 
SEC. 724. USE OF FORMS IN INTERSTATE EN

FORCEMENT. 
(a) PROMULGATION.-Section 452(a) (42 

U.S.C. 652(a)) is amende1-
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(1) by striking "and" at the end of 

parargraph (9); 
(2) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (10) and inserting "; and" ; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(11) not later than June 30, 1996, promul

gate forms to be used by States in interstate 
cases for-

"(A) collection of child support through in-
come withholding; 

"(B) imposition of liens; and 
"(C) administrative subpoenas.". 
(b) USE BY STATES.-Section 454(9) (42 

U.S.C. 654(9)) is amended-
(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara

graph (C); 
(2) by inserting "and" at the end of sub

paragraph (D); and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
" (E) no later than October l, 1996, in using 

the forms promulgated pursuant to section 
452(a)(11) for income withholding, imposition 
of liens, and issuance of administrative sub
poenas in interstate child support cases;". 
SEC. 725. STATE LAWS PROVIDING EXPEDITED 

PROCEDURES. 
(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENTS.-Section 466 

(42 U.S.C. 666), as amended by section 714 of 
this Act, is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by strking the 1st 
sentence and inserting the following: "Expe
dited administrative and judicial procedures 
(including the procedures spec1f1ed in sub
section (c)) for establishing paternity and for 
establishing, modifying, and enforcing sup
port obligations."; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.-The proce
dures specified in this subsection are the fol
lowing: 

"(l) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION BY STATE 
AGENCY.-Procedures which give the State 
agency the authority to take the following 
actions relating to establishment or enforce
ment of support orders, without the neces
sity of obtaining an order from any other ju
dicial or administrative tribunal (but subject 
to due process safeguards, including (as ap
propriate) requirements for notice, oppor
tunity to contest the action, and oppor
tunity for an appeal on the record to an inde
pendent administrative or judicial tribunal), 
and to recognize and enforce the authority of 
State agencies of other States) to take the 
following actions: 

"(A) GENETIC TESTING.-To order genetic 
testing for the purpose of paternity estab
lishment as provided in section 466(a)(5). 

"(B) DEFAULT ORDERS.-To enter a default 
order, upon a showing of service of process 
and any additional showing required by 
State law-

" (i) establishing paternity, in the case of a 
putative father who refuses to submit to ge
netic testing; and 

"(ii) establishing or modifying a support 
obligation, in the case of a parent (or other 
obligor or obligee) who fails to respond to 
notice to appear at a proceeding for such 
purpose. 

"(C) SUBPOENAS.-To subpoena any finan
cial or other information needed to estab
lish, modify, or enforce a support order, and 
to impose penalties for failure to respond to 
such a subpoena. 

"(D) ACCESS TO PERSONAL AND FINANCIAL 
INFORMATION.-To obtain access, subject to 
safeguards on privacy and information secu
rity, to the records of all other State and 
local government agencies (including law en
forcement and corrections records), includ
ing automated access to records maintained 
in automated data bases. 

"(E) CHANGE IN PAYEE.-ln cases where sup
port is subject to an assignment in order to 
comply with a requirement imposed pursu
ant to part A or section 1912, or to a require
ment to pay through the State disbursement 
unit established pursuant to section 454B, 
upon providing notice to obligor and obligee, 
to direct the obligor or other payor to 
change the payee to the appropriate govern
ment entity. 

"(F) INCOME WITHHOLDING.-To order in
come withholding in accordance with sub
sections (a)(l) and (b) of section 466. 

"(G) SECURING ASSETS.-In cases in which 
there is a support arrearage, to secure assets 
to satisfy the arrearage by-

"(i) intercepting or seizing periodic or 
lump sum payments from-

" (!) a State or local agency (including un
employment compensation, workers' com
pensation, and other benefits); and 

" (II) judgments. settlements, and lotteries; 
"(ii) attaching and seizing assets of the ob

ligor held in financial institutions; and 
"(iii) attaching public and private retire

ment funds. 
"(H) INCREASE MONTHLY PAYMENTS.-For 

the purpose of securing overdue support, to 
increase the amount of monthly support pay
ments to include amounts for arrearages 
(subject to such conditions or limitations as 
the State may provide). 

"(2) SUBSTANTIVE AND PROCEDURAL 
RULES.-The expedited procedures required 
under subsection (a)(2) shall include the fol
lowing rules and authority, applicable with 
respect to all proceedings to establish pater
nity or to establish, modify, or enforce sup
port orders: 

"(A) LOCATOR INFORMATION; PRESUMPTIONS 
CONCERNING NOTICE.-Procedures under 
which-

"(1) each party to any paternity or child 
support proceeding is required (subject to 
privacy safeguards) to file with the tribunal 
and the State case registry upon entry of an 
order, and to update as appropriate, informa
tion on location and identity of the party 
(including social security number, residen
tial and mailing addresses, telephone num
ber, driver's license number, and name, ad
dress, and name and telephone number of 
employer); and 

"(ii) in any subsequent child support en
forcement action between the parties, upon 
sufficient showing that diligent effort has 
been made to ascertain the location of such 
a party, the tribunal may deem State due 
process requirements for notice and service 
of process to be met with respect to the 
party, upon delivery of written notice to the 
most recent residential or employer address 
filed with the tribunal pursuant to clause (i). 

"(B) STATEWIDE JURISDICTION.-Procedures 
under which-

"(i) the State agency and any administra
tive or judicial tribunal with authority to 
hear child support and paternity cases exerts 
statewide jurisdiction over the parties; and 

"(ii) in a State in which orders are issued 
by courts or administrative tribunals, a case 
may be transferred between administrative 
areas in the State without need for any addi
tional filing by the petitioner, or service of 
process upon the respondent, to retain juris
diction over the parties.". 

(b) EXCEPTIONS FROM STATE LAW REQUIRE
MENTS.-Section 466(d) (42 u.s.c. 666(d)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "(d) If" and inserting the 
following: 

" (d) EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS.
" (l) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2), 

if''; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(2) NON-EXEMPT REQUIREMENTS.-The Sec

retary shall not grant an exemption from the 
requirements of-

"(A) subsection (a)(5) (concerning proce
dures for paternity establishment); 

"(B) subsection (a)(lO) (concerning modi
fication of orders); 

"(C) section 454A (concerning recording of 
orders in the State case registry); 

"(D) subsection (a)(13) (concerning record
ing of social security numbers); 

"(E) subsection (a)(14) (concerning inter
state enforcement); or 

"(F) subsection (c) (concerning expedited 
procedures), other than paragraph (l)(A) 
thereof (concerning establishment or modi
fication of support amount).". 

(c) AUTOMATION OF STATE AGENCY FUNC
TIONS.-Sectipn 454A, as added by section 
745(a)(2) of this Act and as amended by sec
tions 711 and 712(c) of this Act, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(h) EXPEDITED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE
DURES.-The automated system required by 
this section shall be used, to the maximum 
extent feasible, to implement the expedited 
administrative procedures required by sec
tion 466(c).". 

Subtitle D-Paternity Establishment 
SEC. 731. STATE LAWS CONCERNING PATERNITY 

ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) STATE LAWS REQUIRED.-Section 

466(a)(5) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(5)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(5) PROCEDURES CONCERNING PATERNITY ES
TABLISHMENT.-

"(A) ESTABLISHMENT PROCESS AVAILABLE 
FROM BIRTH UNTIL AGE 18.-

"(i) Procedures which permit the establish
ment of the paternity of a child at any time 
before the child attains 18 years of age. 

"(ii) As of August 16, 1984, clause (i) shall 
also apply to a child for whom paternity has 
not been established or for whom a paternity 
action was brought but dismissed because a 
statute of limitations of less than 18 years 
was then in effect in the State. 

"(B) PROCEDURES CONCERNING GENETIC 
TESTING.-

"(!) GENETIC TESTING REQUIRED IN CERTAIN 
CONTESTED CASES.-Procedures under which 
the State is required, in a contested pater
nity case, to require the child and all other 
parties (other than individuals found under 
section 454(28) to have good cause for refus
ing to cooperate) to submit to genetic tests 
upon the request of any such party if the re
quest is supported by a sworn statement by 
the party-

"(!) alleging paternity, and setting forth 
facts establishing a reasonable possibility of 
the requisite sexual contact between the par
ties; or 

"(II) denying paternity, and setting forth 
facts establishing a reasonable possibility of 
the nonexistence of sexual contact between 
the parties. 

" (ii) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.-Procedures 
which require the State agency, in any case 
in which the agency orders genetic testing-

"(!) to pay costs of such tests, subject to 
recoupment (where the State so elects) from 
the alleged father if paternity is established; 
and 

"(II) to obtain additional testing in any 
case where an original test result is con
tested, upon request and advance payment 
by the contestant. 

"(C) VOLUNTARY PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDG
MENT.-

"(i) SIMPLE CIVIL PROCESS.-Procedures for 
a simple civil process for voluntarily ac
knowledging paternity under which the 
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State must provide that, before a mother 
and a putative father can sign an acknowl
edgment of paternity, the mother and the 
putative father must be given notice, orally, 
in writing, and in a language that each can 
understand, of the alternatives to, the legal 
consequences of, and the rights (Including, if 
1 parent is a minor, any rights afforded due 
to minority status) and respons1b111ties that 
arise from, signing the acknowledgment. 

"(11) HOSPITAL-BASED PROGRAM.-Such pro
cedures must include a hospital-based pro
gram for the voluntary acknowledgment of 
paternity focusing on the period imme
dla tely before or after the birth of a child. 

"(111) PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT SERV
ICES.-

"(I) STATE-OFFERED SERVICES.-Such proce
dures must require the State agency respon
sible for maintaining birth records to offer 
voluntary paternity establishment services. 

"(II) REGULATIONS.-
"(aa) SERVICES OFFERED BY HOSPITALS AND 

BIRTH RECORD AGENCIES.-The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations governing voluntary 
paternity establishment services offered by 
hospitals and birth record agencies. 

"(bb) SERVICES OFFERED BY OTHER ENTl
TIES.-The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions specifying the types of other entities 
that may offer voluntary paternity estab
lishment services, and governing the provi
sion of such services, which shall include a 
requirement that such an entity must use 
the same notice provisions used by, use the 
same materials used by, provide the person
nel providing such services with the same 
training provided by, and evaluate the provi
sion of such services in the same manner as 
the provision of such services is evaluated 
by, voluntary paternity establishment pro
grams of hospitals and birth record agencies. 

"(iv) USE OF FEDERAL PATERNITY ACKNOWL
EDGMENT AFFIDAVIT.-Such procedures must 
require the State and those required to es
tablish paternity to use only the affidavit 
developed under section 452(a)(7) for the vol
untary acknowledgment of paternity, and to 
give full faith and credit to such an affidavit 
signed in any other State. 

"(D) STATUS OF SIGNED PATERNITY AC
KNOWLEDGMENT.-

"(1) LEGAL FINDING OF PATERNITY.-Proce
dures under which a signed acknowledgment 
of paternity is considered a legal finding of 
paternity, subject to the right of any signa
tory to rescind the acknowledgment within 
60 days. 

"(11) CONTEST.-Procedures under which, 
after the 60-day period referred to in clause 
(1), a signed acknowledgment of paternity 
may be challenged in court only on the basis 
of fraud, duress, or material mistake of fact, 
with the burden of proof upon the challenger, 
and under which the legal respons1b111ties 
(including child support obligations) of any 
signatory arising from the acknowledgment 
may not be suspended during the challenge, 
except for good cause shown. 

"(111) RESCISSION.-Procedures under 
which, after the 60-day period referred to in 
clause (i), a minor who has signed an ac
knowledgment of paternity other than in the 
presence of a parent or court-appointed 
guardian ad litem may rescind the acknowl
edgment in a judicial or administrative pro
ceeding, until the earlier of-

"(l) attaining the age of majority; or 
" (II) the date of the first judicial or admin

istrative proceeding brought (after the sign
ing) to establish a child support obligation, 
visitation rights, or custody rights with re
spect to the child whose paternity ls the sub
ject of the acknowledgment, and at which 

the minor ls represented by a parent or 
guardian ad litem, or an attorney. 

"(E) BAR ON ACKNOWLEDGMENT RATIFICA
TION PROCEEDINGS.-Procedures under which 
judicial or administrative proceedings are 
not required or permitted to ratify an un
challenged acknowledgment of paternity. 

"(F) ADMISSIBILITY OF GENETIC TESTING RE
SULTS.-Procedures-

"(i) requiring the admission into evidence, 
for purposes of establishing paternity, of the 
results of any genetic test that is-

" (!) of a type generally acknowledged as 
reliable by accreditation bodies designated 
by the Secretary; and 

"(II) performed by a laboratory approved 
by such an accreditation body; 

"(11) requiring an objection to genetic test
ing results to be made in writing not later 
than a specified number of days before any 
hearing at which the results may be intro
duced into evidence (or, at State option, not 
later than a specified number of days after 
receipt of the results); and 

"(111) making the test results admissible as 
evidence of paternity without the need for 
foundation testimony or other proof of au
thenticity or accuracy, unless objection ls 
made. 

"(G) PRESUMPTION OF PATERNITY IN CERTAIN 
CASES.-Procedures which create a rebutta
ble or, at the option of the State, conclusive 
presumption of paternity upon genetic test
ing results indicating a threshold probab111ty 
that the alleged father is the father of the 
child. 

"(H) DEFAULT ORDERS.-Procedures requir
ing a default order to be entered in a pater
nity case upon a showing of service of proc
ess on the defendant and any additional 
showing required by State law. 

"(!) No RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL.-Procedures 
providing that the parties to an action to es
tablish paternity are not entitled to a trial 
by jury. 

"(J) TEMPORARY SUPPORT ORDER BASED ON 
PROBABLE PATERNITY IN CONTESTED CASES.
Procedures which require that a temporary 
order be issued, upon motion by a party, re
quiring the provision of child support pend
ing an administrative or judicial determina
tion of parentage, where there ls clear and 
convincing evidence of paternity (on the 
basis of genetic tests or other evidence). 

"(K) PROOF OF CERTAIN SUPPORT AND PA
TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT COSTS.-Procedures 
under which bllls for pregnancy, childbirth, 
and genetic testing are admissible as evi
dence without requiring third-party founda
tion testimony, and shall constitute prima 
facie evidence of amounts incurred for such 
services or for testing on behalf of the child. 

"(L) STANDING OF PUTATIVE FATHERS.-Pro
cedures ensuring that the putative father 
has a reasonable opportunity to initiate a 
paternity action. 

"(M) FILING OF ACKNOWLEDGMENTS AND AD
JUDICATIONS IN STATE REGISTRY OF BIRTH 
RECORDS.-Procedures under which voluntary 
acknowledgments and adjudications of pa
ternity by judicial or administrative proc
esses are filed with the State registry of 
birth records for comparison with informa
tion in the State case registry.". 

(b) NATIONAL PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AFFIDAVIT.-Section 452(a)(7) (42 u.s.c. 
652(a)(7)) is amended by inserting ", and de
velop an affidavit to be used for the vol
untary acknowledgment of paternity which 
shall include the social security number of 
each parent" before the semicolon. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Sectlon 468 (42 
U.S.C. 668) is amended by striking "a simple 
civil process for voluntarily acknowledging 
paternity and" . 

SEC. 732. OUTREACH FOR VOLUNTARY PATER· 
NITY ESTABLISHMENT. 

Section 454(23) (42 U.S.C. 654(23)) is amend
ed by inserting "and will publicize the avail
ability and encourage the use of procedures 
for voluntary establishment of paternity and 
child support by means the State deems ap
propriate" before the semicolon. 
SEC. 733. COOPERATION BY APPLICANTS FOR 

AND RECIPIENTS OF TEMPORARY 
FAMILY ASSISTANCE. 

Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by 
sections 703(a), 712(a), and 713(a) of this Act, 
is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (26); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (27) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (27) the fol
lowing: 

"(28) provide that the State agency respon
sible for administering the State plan-

"(A) shall require each individual who has 
applied for or is receiving assistance under 
the State program funded under part A to 
cooperate with the State in establishing the 
paternity of, and in establishing, modifying, 
or enforcing a support order for, any child of 
the individual by providing the State agency 
with the name of, and such other informa
tion as the State agency may require with 
respect to, the father of the child, subject to 
such good cause and other exceptions as the 
State may establish; and 

"(B) may require the individual and the 
child to submit to genetic tests.". 

Subtitle E-Program Administration and 
Funding 

SEC. 741. FEDERAL MATCHING PAYMENTS. 
(a) INCREASED BASE MATCHING RATE.-Sec

tion 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)) ls amended 
to read as follows: 

"(2) The percent specified in this paragraph 
for any quarter is 66 percent. " . 

(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Section 455 
(42 U.S.C. 655) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l), in the matter pre
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking " From" 
and inserting "Subject to subsection (c), 
from" ; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Notwith
standing subsection (a), the total expendi
tures under the State plan approved under 
this part for fiscal year 1997 and each suc
ceeding fiscal year, reduced by the percent
age specified in paragraph (2) for the fiscal 
year shall not be less than such total expend
itures for fiscal year 1996, reduced by 66 per
cent.". 
SEC. 742. PERFORMANCE·BASED INCENTIVES 

AND PENALTIES. 
(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO FEDERAL 

MATCHING RATE.-Section 458 (42 u.s.c. 658) 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 4M. INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO MATCH· 

INGRATE. 
"(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Beginning with fiscal 

year 1999, the Secretary shall increase the 
percent specified in section 455(a)(2) that ap
plies to payments to a State under section 
455(a)(l)(A) for each quarter in a fiscal year 
by a factor reflecting the sum of the applica
ble incentive adjustments (if any) deter
mined in accordance with regulations under 
this section with respect to the paternity es
tablishment percentage of the State for the 
immediately preceding fiscal year and with 
respect to overall performance of the State 
in child support enforcement during such 
preceding fiscal year. 

" (2) STANDARDS.-
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"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

specify in regulations-
"(!) the levels of accomplishment, and 

rates of improvement as alternatives to such 
levels, which a State must attain to qualify 
for an incentive adjustment under this sec
tion; and 

"(11) the amounts of incentive adjustment 
that shall be awarded to a State that 
achieves specified accomplishment or im
provement levels, which amounts shall be 
graduated, ranging up to-

"(!) 12 percentage points, in connection 
with paternity establishment; and -

"(II) 12 percentage points, in connection 
with overall performance in child support 
enforcement. 

"(B) LIMITATION.-ln setting performance 
standards pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i) 
and adjustment amounts pursuant to sub
paragraph (A)(11), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the aggregate number of percentage 
point increases as incentive adjustments to 
all States do not exceed such aggregate in
creases as assumed by the Secretary in esti
mates of the cost of this section as of June 
1994, unless the aggregate performance of all 
States exceeds the projected aggregate per
formance of all States in such cost esti
mates. 

"(3) DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE ADJUST
MENT.-The Secretary shall determine the 
amount (if any) of the incentive adjustment 
·due each State on the basis of the data sub
mitted by the State pursuant to section 
454(15)(B) concerning the levels of accom
plishment (and rates of improvement) with 
respect to performance indicators specified 
by the Secretary pursuant to this section. 

"(4) RECYCLING OF INCENTIVE ADJUST
MENT.-A State to which funds are paid by 
the Federal Government as a result of an in
centive adjustment under this section shall 
expend the funds in the State program under 
this part within 2 years after the date of the 
payment. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(l) PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PERCENT

AGE.-The term 'paternity establishment 
percentage' means, with respect to a State 
and a fiscal year-

"(A) the total number of children in the 
State who were born out of wedlock, who 
have not attained 1 year of age and for whom 
paternity is established or acknowledged 
during the fiscal year; divided by 

"(B) the total number of children born out 
of wedlock in the State during the fiscal 
year. 

"(2) OVERALL PERFORMANCE IN CHILD SUP
PORT ENFORCEMENT.-The term 'overall per
formance in child support enforcement' 
means a measure or measures of the effec
tiveness of the State agency in a fiscal year 
which takes into account factors 1nclud1ng-

"(A) the percentage of cases requiring a 
support order in which such an order was es
tablished; 

"(B) the percentage of cases in which child 
support is being paid; 

"(C) the ratio of child support collected to 
child support due; and 

"(D) the cost-effectiveness of the State 
program, as determined in accordance with 
standards established by the Secretary in 
regulations (after consultation with the 
States).". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
454(22) (42 U.S.C. 654(22)) is amended-

(1) by striking "incentive payments" the 
1st place such term appears and inserting 
"incentive adjustments"; and 

(2) by striking "any such incentive pay
ments made to the State for such period" 

and inserting "any increases in Federal pay
ments to the State resulting from such in
centive adjustments". 

(C) CALCULATION OF !V-D PATERNITY ES
TABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE.-

(1) Section 452(g)(l) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(l)) is 
amended-

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting "its overall performance in 
child support enforcement is satisfactory (as 
defined in section 458(b) and regulations of 
the Secretary), and" after "1994,"; and 

(B) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B), 
by striking "75" and inserting "90". 

(2) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
652(g)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre
ceding clause (i}-

(A) by striking "paternity establishment 
percentage" and inserting "IV-D paternity 
establishment percentage"; and 

(B) by striking "(or all States, as the case 
may be)". 

(3) Section 452(g)(3) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(3)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and redes
ignating subparagraphs (B) and (C) as sub
paragraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(B) in subparagraph (A) (as so redesig
nated), by striking "the percentage of chil
dren born out-of-wedlock in a State" and in
serting "the percentage of children in a 
State who are born out of wedlock or for 
whom support has not been established"; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig
nated}-

(1) by inserting "and overall performance 
in child support enforcement" after "pater
nity establishment percentages"; and 

(11) by inserting "and securing support" be
fore the period. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(!) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.-(A) The 

amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) 
shall become effective on October l, 1997, ex
cept to the extent provided in subparagraph 
(B). 

(B) Section 458 of the Social Security Act, 
as in effect prior to the enactment of this 
section, shall be effective for purposes of in
centive payments to States for fiscal years 
before fiscal year 1999. 

(2) PENALTY REDUCTIONS.-The amend
ments made by subsection (c) shall become 
effective with respect to calendar quarters 
beginning on and after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 743. FEDERAL AND STATE REVIEWS AND AU· 

DITS. 
(a) STATE AGENCY ACTIVITIES.-Section 454 

(42 U.S.C. 654) is amended-
(1) in paragraph (14), by striking "(14)" and 

inserting "(14)(A)"; 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (15) as sub

paragraph (B) of paragraph (14); and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol

lowing: 
"(15) provide for-
"(A) a process for annual reviews of and re

ports to the Secretary on the State program 
operated under the State plan approved 
under this part, which shall include such in
formation as may be necessary to measure 
State compliance with Federal requirements 
for expedited procedures and timely case 
processing, using such standards and proce
dures as are required by the Secretary, under 
which the State agency will determine the 
extent to which the program is operated in 
compliance with this part; and 

"(B) a process of extracting from the auto
mated data processing system required by 
paragraph (16) and transmitting to the Sec
retary data and calculations concerning the 
levels of accomplishment (and rates of im-

provement) with respect to applicable per
formance indicators (including IV-D pater
nity establishment percentages and overall 
performance in child support enforcement) 
to the extent necessary for purposes of sec
tions 452(g) and 458.". 

(b) FEDERAL ACTIVITIES.-Section 452(a)(4) 
(42 U.S.C. 652(a)(4)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(4)(A) review data and calculations trans
mitted by State agencies pursuant to section 
454(15)(B) on State program accomplish
ments with respect to performance indica
tors for purposes of subsection (g) of this sec
tion and section 458; 

"(B) review annual reports submitted pur
suant to section 454(15)(A) and, as appro
priate, provide to the State comments, rec
ommendations for additional or alternative 
corrective actions, and technical assistance; 
and 

"(C) conduct audits, in accordance with 
the government auditing standards of the 
Comptroller General of the United States-

"(1) at least once every 3 years (or more 
frequently, in the case of a State which fails 
to meet the requirements of this part, con
cerning performance standards and reliabil
ity of program data) to assess the complete
ness, rel1ab111ty, and security of the data, 
and the accuracy of the reporting systems, 
used in calculating performance indicators 
under subsection (g) of this section and sec
tion 458; 

"(11) of the adequacy of financial manage
ment of the State program operated under 
the State plan approved under this part, in
cluding assessments of-

"(!) whether Federal and other funds made 
available to carry out the State program are 
being appropriately expended, and are prop
erly and fully accounted for; and 

"(II) whether collections and disburse
ments of support payments are carried out 
correctly and are fully accounted for; and 

"(111) for such other purposes as the Sec
retary may find necessary;". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to calendar quarters beginning 12 
months or more after the date of the enact
ment of this section. 
SEC. 744. REQUIRED REPORTING PROCEDURES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Section 452(a)(5) (42 
U.S.C. 652(a)(5)) is amended by inserting ", 
and establish procedures to be followed by 
States for collecting and reporting informa
tion required to be provided under this part, 
and establish uniform definitions (including 
those necessary to enable the measurement 
of State compliance with the requirements 
of this part relating to expedited processes 
and timely case processing) to be applied in 
following such procedures" before the semi
colon. 

(b) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sections 703(a), 
712(a), 713(a), and 733 of this Act, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (27); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (28) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (28) the fol
lowing: 

"(29) provide that the State shall use the 
definitions established under section 452(a)(5) 
in collecting and reporting information as 
required under this part.". 
SEC. 745. AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING RE· 

QUIREMENTS. 
(a) REVISED REQUIREMENTS.-
(1) Section 454(16) (42 U.S.C. 654(16)) is 

amended-
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(A) by striking ", at the option of the 

State,"; 
(B) by inserting "and operation by the 

State agency" after "for the establishment"; 
(C) by inserting "meeting the requirements 

of section 454A" after "information retrieval 
system"; 

(D) by striking "in the State and localities 
thereof, so as (A)" and inserting "so as"; 

(E) by striking "(i)"; and 
(F) by striking "(including" and all that 

follows and inserting a semicolon. 
(2) Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651~9) is 

amended by inserting after section 454 the 
following: 
"SEC. 454A. AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-ln order for a State to 
meet the requirements of this section, the 
State agency administering the State pro
gram under this part shall have in operation 
a single statewide automated data process
ing and information retrieval system which 
has the capab111ty to perform the tasks spec
ified in this section with the frequency and 
in the manner required by or under this part. 

"(b) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.-The auto
mated system required by this section shall 
perform such functions as the Secretary may 
specify relating to management of the State 
program under this part, including-

"(1) controlling and accounting for use of 
Federal, State, and local funds in carrying 
out the program; and 

"(2) maintaining the data necessary to 
meet Federal reporting requirements under 
this part on a timely basis. 

"(c) CALCULATION OF PERFORMANCE INDICA
TORS.-ln order to enable the Secretary to 
determine the incentive and penalty adjust
ments required by sections 452(g) and 458, the 
State agency shall-

"(1) use the automated system-
"(A) to maintain the requisite data on 

State performance with respect to paternity 
establishment and child support enforcement 
in the State; and 

"(B) to calculate the IV-D paternity estab
lishment percentage and overall performance 
in child support enforcement for the State 
for each fiscal year; and 

"(2) have in place systems controls to en
sure the completeness, and reliab111ty of, and 
ready access to, the data described in para
graph (l)(A), and the accuracy of the calcula
tions described in paragraph (l)(B). 

"(d) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU
RITY.-The State agency shall have in effect 
safeguards on the integrity, accuracy, and 
completeness of, access to, and use of data in 
the automated system required by this sec
tion, which shall include the following (in 
addition to such other safeguards as the Sec
retary may specify in regulations): 

"(1) POLICIES RESTRICTING ACCESS.-Written 
policies concerning access to data by State 
agency personnel, and sharing of data with 
other persons, which-

"(A) permit access to and use of data only 
to the extent necessary to carry out the 
State program under this part; and 

"(B) specify the data which may be used 
for particular program purposes, and the per
sonnel permitted access to such data. 

"(2) SYSTEMS CONTROLS.-Systems controls 
(such as passwords or blocking of fields) to 
ensure strict adherence to the policies de
scribed in paragraph (1). 

"(3) MONITORING OF ACCESS.-Routine mon
itoring of access to and use of the automated 
system, through methods such as audit trails 
and feedback mechanisms, to guard against 
and promptly identify unauthorized access 
or use. 

"(4) TRAINING AND INFORMATION.-Proce
dures to ensure that all personnel (including 

State and local agency staff and contractors) 
who may have access to or be required to use 
confidential program data are informed of 
applicable requirements and penalties (in
cluding those in section 6103 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986), and are adequately 
trained in security procedures. 

"(5) PENALTIES.-Administrative penalties 
(up to and including dismissal from employ
ment) for unauthorized access to, or disclo
sure or use of, confidential data.". 

(3) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall prescribe final 
regulations for implementation of section 
454A of the Social Security Act not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION TIMETABLE.-Section 
454(24) (42 U.S.C. 654(24)), as amended by sec
tions 703(a)(2) and 712(a)(l) of this Act, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(24) provide that the State will have in ef
fect an automated data processing and infor
mation retrieval system-

"(A) by October 1, 1995, which meets all re
quirements of this part which were enacted 
on or before the date of enactment of the 
Family Support Act of 1988; and 

"(B) by October 1, 1999, which meets all re
quirements of this part enacted on or before 
the date of the enactment of the Personal 
Responsib111ty Act of 1995, except that such 
deadline shall be extended by 1 day for each 
day (if any) by which the Secretary fails to 
meet the deadline imposed by section 
745(a)(3) of the Personal Responsib111ty Act 
of 1995.''. 

(b) SPECIAL FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT COSTS OF AUTOMATED SYS
TEMS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 455(a) (42 u.s.c. 
655(a)) is amended-

(A) in paragraph (l)(B)-
(i) by striking "90 percent" and inserting 

"the percent specified in paragraph (3)"; 
(11) by striking "so much of'; and 
(11i) by striking "which the Secretary" and 

all that follows and inserting ", and"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3)(A) The Secretary shall pay to each 

State, for each quarter in fiscal year 1996, 90 
percent of so much of the State expenditures 
described in paragraph (l)(B) as the Sec
retary finds are for a system meeting the re
quirements specified in section 454(16). 

"(B)(l) The Secretary shall pay to each 
State, for each quarter in fiscal years 1997 
through 2001, the percentage specified in 
clause (11) of so much of the State expendi
tures described in paragraph (l)(B) as the 
Secretary finds are for a system meeting the 
requirements of sections 454(16) and 454A. 

"(11) The percentage specified in this 
clause is the greater of-

"(!) 80 percent; or 
"(II) the percentage otherwise applicable 

to Federal payments to the State under sub
paragraph (A) (as adjusted pursuant to sec
tion 458).". 

(2) TEMPORARY LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS 
UNDER SPECIAL FEDERAL MATCHING RATE.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services may not pay more than 
$260,000,000 in the aggregate under section 
455(a)(3) of the Social Security Act for fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 

(B) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION AMONG 
STATES.-The total amount payable to a 
State under section 455(a)(3) of such Act for 
fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and- 2000 
shall not exceed the limitation determined 
for the State by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in regulations. 

(C) ALLOCATION FORMULA.-The regulations 
referred to in subparagraph (B) shall pre-

scribe a formula for allocating the amount 
specified in subparagraph (A) among States 
with plans approved under part D of title IV 
of the Social Security Act, which shall take 
into account--

(!) the relative size of State caseloads 
under such part; and 

(11) the level of automation needed to meet 
the automated data processing requirements 
of such part. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
123(c) of the Family Support Act of 1988 (102 
Stat. 2352; Public Law 100-485) is repealed. 
SEC. 746. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) FOR TRAINING OF FEDERAL AND STATE 
STAFF, RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION PRO
GRAMS, AND $PECIAL PROJECTS OF REGIONAL 
OR NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.-Section 452 (42 
U.S.C. 652) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(j) Out of any money in the Treasury of 
the United States not otherwise appro
priated, there is hereby appropriated to the 
Secretary for each fiscal year an amount 
equal to 1 percent of the total amount paid 
to the Federal Government pursuant to sec
tion 457(a) during the immediately preceding 
fiscal year (as determined on the basis of the 
most recent reliable data available to the 
Secretary as of the end of the 3rd calendar 
quarter following the end of such preceding 
fiscal year), to cover costs incurred by the 
Secretary for-

"(1) information dissemination and tech
nical assistance to States, training of State 
and Federal staff, staffing studies, and relat
ed activities needed to improve programs 
under this part (including technical assist
ance concerning State automated systems 
required by this part); and 

"(2) research, demonstration, and special 
projects of regional or national significance 
relating to the operation of State programs 
under this part.". 

(b) OPERATION OF FEDERAL PARENT LOCA
TOR SERVICE.-Section 453 (42 u.s.c. 653), as 
amended by section 716( e) of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(n) Out of any money in the Treasury of 
the United States not otherwise appro
priated, there is hereby appropriated to the 
Secretary for each fiscal year an amount 
equal to 2 percent of the total amount paid 
to the Federal Government pursuant to sec
tion 457(a) during the immediately preceding 
fiscal year (as determined on the basis of the 
most recent reliable data available to the 
Secretary as of the end of the 3rd calendar 
quarter following the end of such preceding 
fiscal year), to cover costs incurred by the 
Secretary for operation of the Federal Par
ent Locator Service under this section, to 
the extent such costs are not recovered 
through user fees.". 
SEC. 747. REPORTS AND DATA COLLECTION BY 

THE SECRETARY. 
(a). ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.-
(1) Section 452(a)(10)(A) (42 U.S.C. 

652(a)(10)(A)) is amended-
(A) by striking "this part;" and inserting 

"this part, including-"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
"(1) the total amount of child support pay

ments collected as a result of services fur
nished during the fiscal year to individuals 
receiving services under this part; 

"(11) the cost to the States and to the Fed
eral Government of so furnishing the serv
ices; and 

"(iii) the number of cases involving fami
lies-

"(!) who became ineligible for assistance 
under State programs funded under part A 
during a month in the fiscal year; and 
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"(II) with respect to whom a child support 

payment was received in the month;". 
(2) Section 452(a)(10)(C) (42 U.S.C. 

652(a)(10)(C)) is amended-
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)-
(i) by striking " with the data required 

under each clause being separately stated for 
cases" and inserting "separately stated for 
(1) cases"; 

(11) by striking " cases where the child was 
formerly receiving" and inserting "or for
merly received" ; 

(111) by inserting " or 1912" after 
"471(a)(l 7)"; and 

(iv) by inserting " (2)" before " all other" ; 
(B) in each of clauses (i) and (11), by strik

ing ", and the total amount of such obliga
tions"; 

(C) in clause (111), by striking "described 
in" and all that follows and inserting " in 
which support was collected during the fiscal 
year;''; 

(D) by striking clause (iv); 
(E) by redesignating clause (v) as clause 

(vii), and inserting after clause (111) the fol
lowing: 

"(iv) the total amount of support collected 
during such fiscal year and distributed as 
current support; 

" (v) the total amount of support collected 
during such fiscal year and distributed as ar
rearages; 

"(vi) the total amount of support due and 
unpaid for all fiscal years; and". 

(3) Section 452(a)(10)(G) (42 U.S.C. 
652(a)(10)(G)) is amended by striking "on the 
use of Federal courts and". 

(4) Section 452(a)(10) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(l0)) is 
amended by striking all that follows sub
paragraph (I). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall be effective 
with respect to fiscal year 1996 and succeed
ing fiscal years. 
Subtitle F-Establishment and Modification 

of Support Orders 
SEC. 751. SIMPLIFIED PROCESS FOR REVIEW AND 

ADJUSTMENT OF cmLD SUPPORT 
ORDERS. 

Section 466(a)(10) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(10)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(10) REVIEW AND ADJUSTMENT OF SUPPORT 
ORDERS.-Procedures under which the State 
shall review and adjust each support order 
being enforced under this part. Such proce
dures shall provide the following: 

"(A) The State shall review and, as appro
priate, adjust the support order every 3 
years, taking into account the best interests 
of the child involved. 

"(B)(i) The State may elect to review and, 
1f appropriate, adjust an order pursuant to 
subparagraph (A) by-

°'' (I) reviewing and, 1f appropriate, adjust
ing the order in accordance with the guide
lines established pursuant to section 467(a) 1f 
the amount of the chiJd support award under 
the order differs from the amount that would 
be awarded in accordance with the guide
lines; or 

"(II) applying a cost-of-living adjustment 
to the order in accordance with a formula de
veloped by the State and permit either party 
to contest the adjustment, within 30 days 
after the date of the notice of the adjust
ment, by making a request for review and, 1f 
appropriate, adjustment of the order in ac
cordance with the child support guidelines 
established pursuant to section 467(a). 

"(11) Any adjustment under clause (i) shall 
be made without a requirement for proof or 
showing of a change in circumstances. 

"(C) The State may use automated meth
ods (including automated comparisons with 

wage or State income tax data) to identify 
orders eligible for review, conduct the re
view, identify orders eligible for adjustment, 
apply the appropriate adjustment to the or
ders eligible for adjustment under the 
threshold established by the State. 

" (D) The State shall, at the request of ei
ther parent subject to such an order or of 
any State child support enforcement agency, 
review and, 1f appropriate, adjust the order 
in accordance with the guidelines estab
lished pursuant to section 467(a) based upon 
a substantial change in the circumstances of 
either parent. 

" (E) The State shall provide notice to the 
parents subject to such an order informing 
them of their right to request the State to 
review and, 1f appropriate, adjust the order 
pursuant to subparagraph (D). The notice 
may be included in the order.". 
SEC. 752. FURNISHING CONSUMER REPORTS FOR 

CERTAIN PURPOSES RELATING TO 
cmLD SUPPORT. 

Section 604 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(4) In response to a request by the head of 
a State or local child support enforcement 
agency (or a State or local government offi
cial authorized by the head of such an agen
cy), 1f the person making the request cer
tifies to the consumer reporting agency 
that-

"(A) the consumer report is needed for the 
purpose of establishing an individual 's ca
pacity to make child support payments or 
determining the appropriate level of such 
payments; 

" (B) the person has provided at least 10 
days prior notice to the consumer whose re
port is requested, by certified or registered 
mail to the last known address of the 
consumer, that the report will be requested, 
and 

" (C) the consumer report will be kept con
fidential, will be used solely for a purpose de
scribed in subparagraph (A), and will not be 
used in connection with any other civil, ad
ministrative, or criminal proceeding, or for 
any other purpose. 

"(5) To an agency administering a State 
plan under section 454 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 654) for use to set an initial or 
modified child support award.". 
Subtitle G-Enforcement of Support Orders 

SEC. 761. FEDERAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFF· 
SET. 

(a) CHANGED ORDER OF REFUND DISTRIBU
TION UNDER INTERNAL REVENUE CODE.-

(1) Subsection (c) of section 6402 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking the third sentence and inserting the 
following new sentences: "A reduction under 
this subsection shall be after any other re
duction allowed by subsection (d) with re
spect to the Department of Health and 
Human Services and the Department of Edu
cation with respect to a student loan and be
fore any other reduction allowed by law and 
before such overpayment is credited to the 
future liabil1ty for tax of such person pursu
ant to subsection (b). A reduction under this 
subsection shall be assigned to the State 
with respect to past-due support owed to in
dividuals for periods such individuals were 
receiving assistance under part A or B of 
title IV of the Social Security Act only after 
satisfying all other past-due support.". 

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 6402(d) of such 
Code is amended-

(A) by striking " Any overpayment" and in
serting " Except in the case of past-due le
gally enforceable debts owed to the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services or to 

the Department of Education with respect to 
a student loan, any overpayment"; and 

(B) by striking "with respect to past-due 
support collected pursuant to an assignment 
under section 402(a)(26) of the Social Secu
rity Act" . 

(b) ELIMINATION OF DISPARITIES IN TREAT
MENT OF ASSIGNED AND NON-ASSIGNED AR
REARAGES.-

(1) Section 464(a) (42 U.S.C. 664(a)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "(a)" and inserting "(a) 
OFFSET AUTHORIZED.-"; 

(B) in paragraph (1)-
(i) in the 1st sentence, by striking "which 

has been assigned to such State pursuant to 
section 402(a)(26) or section 471(a)(l7)" ; and 

(11) in the 2nd sentence, by striking "in ac-
cordance with section 457(b)(4) or (d)(3)" and 
inserting "as provided in paragraph (2)"; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

" (2) The State agency shall distribute 
amounts paid by the Secretary of the Treas
ury pursuant to paragraph (1)-

"(A) in accordance with section 457(a), in 
the case of past-due support assigned to a 
State pursuant to requirements imposed pur
suant to section 405(a)(8); and 

" (B) to or on behalf of the child to whom 
the support was owed, in the case of past-due 
support not so assigned."; and 

(D) in paragraph (3)-
(i) by striking "or (2)" each place such 

term appears; and 
(11) in subparagraph (B), by striking " under 

paragraph (2)" and inserting "on account of 
past-due support described in paragraph 
(2)(B)". 

(2) Section 464(b) (42 U.S.C. 664(b)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "(b)(l)" and inserting the 
following: 

"(b) REGULATIONS.-"; and 
(B) by striking paragraph (2). 
(3) Section 464(c) (42 U.S.C. 664(c)) is 

amended-
(A) by striking " (c)(l) Except as provided 

in paragraph (2), as" and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(c) DEFINITION.-As"; and 
(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 

SEC. 762. AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT 
FROM FEDERAL EMPLOYEES. 

(a) CONSOLIDATION AND STREAMLINING OF 
AUTHORITIES.-Section 459 (42 u.s.c. 659) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 459. CONSENT BY THE UNITED STATES TO 

INCOME WITIUIOLDING, GARNISH· 
MENT, AND SIMILAR PROCEEDINGS 
FOR ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUP· 
PORT AND ALIMONY OBLIGATIONS. 

"(a) CONSENT TO SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
(including section 207 of this Act and section 
5301 of title 38, United States Code), effective 
January l, 1975, moneys (the entitlement to 
which is based upon remuneration for em
ployment) due from, or payable by, the Unit
ed States or the District of Columbia (in
cluding any agency, subdivision, or instru
mentality thereof) to any individual, includ
ing members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, shall be subject, in like man
ner and to the same extent as if the United 
States or the District of Columbia were a 
private person, to withholding in accordance 
with State law enacted pursuant to sub
sections (a)(l) and (b) of section 466 and regu
lations of the Secretary under such sub
sections, and to any other legal process 
brought, by a State agency administering a 
program under a State plan approved under 
this part or by an individual obligee, to en
force the legal obligation of the individual to 
provide child support or alimony. 
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"(b) CONSENT TO REQUIREMENTS APPLICA

BLE TO PRIVATE PERSON.-With respect to no
tice to withhold income pursuant to sub
section (a)(l) or (b) of section 466, or any 
other order or process to enforce support ob
ligations against an individual (if the order 
or process contains or is accompanied by suf
ficient data to permit prompt identification 
of the individual and the moneys involved), 
each governmental entity specified in sub
section (a) shall be subject to the same re
quirements as would apply if the entity were 
a private person, except as otherwise pro
vided in this section. 

"(c) DESIGNATION OF AGENT; RESPONSE TO 
NOTICE OR PROCESS-

"(!) DESIGNATION OF AGENT.-The head of 
each agency subject to this section shall-

"(A) designate an agent or agents to re
ceive orders and accept service of process in 
matters relating to child support or alimony; 
and 

"(B) annually publish in the Federal Reg
ister the designation of the agent or agents, 
identified by title or position, mailing ad
dress, and telephone number. 

"(2) RESPONSE TO NOTICE OR PROCESS.-If an 
agent designated pursuant to paragraph (1) 
of this subsection receives notice pursuant 
to State procedures in effect pursuant to 
subsection (a)(l) or (b) of section 466, or is ef
fectively served with any order, process, or 
interrogatory, with respect to an individ
ual's child support or alimony payment obli
gations, the agent shall-

"(A) as soon as possible (but not later than 
15 days) thereafter, send written notice of 
the notice or service (together with a copy of 
the notice or service) to the individual at the 
duty station or last-known home address of 
the individual; 

"(B) within 30 days (or such longer period 
as may be prescribed by applicable State 
law) after receipt of a notice pursuant to 
such State procedures, comply with all appli
cable provisions of section 466; and 

"(C) within 30 days (or such longer period 
as may be prescribed by applicable State 
law) after effective service of any other such 
order, process, or interrogatory, respond to 
the order, process, or interrogatory. 

"(d) PRIORITY OF CLAIMS.-If a govern
mental entity specified in subsection (a) re
ceives notice or is served with process, as 
provided in this section, concerning amounts 
owed by an individual to more than 1 per
son-

"(1) support collection under section 466(b) 
must be given priority over any other proc
ess, as provided in section 466(b)(7); 

"(2) allocation of moneys due or payable to 
an individual among claimants under section 
466(b) shall be governed by section 466(b) and 
the regulations prescribed under such sec
tion; and 

"(3) such moneys as remain after compli
ance with subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall be 
available to satisfy any other such processes 
on a first-come, first-served basis, with any 
such process being satisfied out of such mon
eys as remain after the satisfaction of all 
such processes which have been previously 
served. 

"(e) No REQUIREMENT TO VARY PAY CY
CLES.-A governmental entity that is af
fected by legal process served for the en
forcement of an individual's child support or 
alimony payment obligations shall not be re
quired to vary its normal pay and disburse
ment cycle in order to comply with the legal 
process. 

"(f) RELIEF FROM LIABILITY.-
"(!) Neither the United States, nor the 

government of the District of Columbia, nor 

any disbursing officer shall be liable with re
spect to any payment made from moneys due 
or payable from the United States to any in
dividual pursuant to legal process regular on 
its face, if the payment is made in accord
ance with this section and the regulations is
sued to carry out this section. 

"(2) No Federal employee whose duties in
clude taking actions necessary to comply 
with the requirements of subsection (a) with 
regard to any individual shall be subject 
under any law to any disciplinary action or 
civil or criminal liab111ty or penalty for, or 
on account of, any disclosure of information 
made by the employee in connection with 
the carrying out of such actions. 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-Authority to promul
gate regulations for the implementation of 
this section shall, insofar as this section ap
plies to moneys due from (or payable by)-

"(1) the United States (other than the leg
islative or judicial branches of the Federal 
Government) or the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia, be vested in the President 
(or the designee of the President); 

"(2) the legislative branch of the Federal 
Government, be vested jointly in the Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives (or 
their designees), and 

"(3) the judicial branch of the Federal Gov
ernment, be vested in the Chief Justice of 
the United States (or the designee of the 
Chief Justice). 

"(h) MONEYS SUBJECT TO PROCESS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2), 

moneys paid or payable to an individual 
which are considered to be based upon remu
neration for employment, for purposes of 
this section-

"(A) consist of-
"(1) compensation paid or payable for per

sonal services of the individual, whether the 
compensation is denominated as wages, sal
ary, commission, bonus, pay, allowances, or 
otherwise (including severance pay, sick pay, 
and incentive pay); 

"(11) periodic benefits (including a periodic 
benefit as defined in section 228(h)(3)) or 
other payments-

"(!) under the insurance system estab
lished by title II; 

"(II) under any other system or fund estab
lished by the United States which provides 
for the payment of pensions, retirement or 
retired pay, annuities, dependents' or survi
vors' benefits, or similar amounts payable on 
account of personal services performed by 
the individual or any other individual; 

"(ill) as compensation for death under any 
Federal program; 

"(IV) under any Federal program estab
• lished to provide 'black lung' benefits; or 

"(V) by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
as pension, or as compensation for a service
connected disability or death (except any 
compensation paid by the Secretary to a 
member of the Armed Forces who is in re
ceipt of retired or retainer pay if the member 
has waived a portion of the retired pay of the 
member in order to receive the compensa
tion); and 

"(111) worker's compensation benefits paid 
under Federal or State law but 

"(B) do not include any payment-
"(!)by way of reimbursement or otherwise, 

to defray expenses incurred by the individual 
in carrying out duties associated with the 
employment of the individual; or 

"(11) as allowances for members of the uni
formed services payable pursuant to chapter 
7 of title 37, United States Code, as pre
scribed by the Secretaries concerned (defined 
by section 101(5) of such title) as necessary 
for the efficient performance of duty. 

"(2) CERTAIN AMOUNTS EXCLUDED.-In deter
mining the amount of any moneys due from, 
or payable by, the United States to any indi
vidual, there shall be excluded amounts 
which-

"(A) are owed by the individual to the 
United States; 

"(B) are required by law to be, and are, de
ducted from the remuneration or other pay
ment involved, including Federal employ
ment taxes, and fines and forfeitures ordered 
by court-martial; 

"(C) are properly withheld for Federal, 
State, or local income tax purposes, if the 
withholding of the amounts is authorized or 
required by law and if amounts withheld are 
not greater than would be the case if the in
dividual claimed all dependents to which he 
was entitled (the withholding of additional 
amounts pursuant to section 3402(1) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 may be per
mitted only when the individual presents 
evidence of a tax obligation which supports 
the additional withholding); 

"(D) are deducted as health insurance pre
miums; 

"(E) are deducted as normal retirement 
contributions (not including amounts de
ducted for supplementary coverage); or 

"(F) are deducted as normal life insurance 
premiums from salary or other remuneration 
for employment (not including amount::i de
ducted for supplementary coverage). 

"(1) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 

States' includes any department, agency, or 
instrumentality of the legislative, judicial, 
or executive branch of the Federal Govern
ment, the United States Postal Service, the 
Postal Rate Commission, any Federal cor
poration created by an Act of Congress that 
is wholly owned by the Federal Government, 
and the governments of the territories and 
possessions of the United States. 

"(2) CHILD SUPPORT.-The term 'child sup
port', when used in reference to the legal ob
ligations of an individual to provide such 
support, means periodic payments of funds 
for the support and maintenance of a child or 
children with respect to which the individual 
has such an obligation, and (subject to and 
in accordance with State law) includes pay
ments to provide for health care, education, 
recreation, clothing, or to meet other spe
cific needs of such a child or children, and in
cludes attorney's fees, interest, and court 
costs, when and to the extent that the same 
are expressly made recoverable as such pur
suant to a decree, order, or judgment issued 
in accordance with applicable State law by a 
court of competent jurisdiction. 

"(3) ALIMONY.-The term 'alimony', when 
used in reference to the legal obligations of 
an individual to provide the same, means 
periodic payments of funds for the support 
and maintenance of the spouse (or former 
spouse) of the individual, and (subject to and 
in accordance with State law) includes sepa
rate maintenance, alimony pendente lite, 
maintenance, and spousal support, and in
cludes attorney's fees, interest, and court 
costs when and to the extent that the same 
are expressly made recoverable as such pur
suant to a decree, order, or judgment issued 
in accordance with applicable State law by a 
court of competent jurisdiction. Such term 
does not include any payment or transfer of 
property or its value by an individual to the 
spouse or a former spouse of the individual 
in compliance with any community property 
settlement, equitable distribution of prop
erty, or other division of property between 
spouses or former spouses. 

"(4) PRIVATE PERSON.-The term 'private 
person' means a person who does not have 



8760 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
sovereign or other special immunity or privi
lege which causes the person not to be sub
ject to legal process. 

"(5) LEGAL PROCESS.-The term 'legal proc
ess' means any writ, order, summons, or 
other similar process in the nature of gar
nishment-

"(A) which is issued by-
"(i) a court of competent jurisdiction in 

any State, territory, or possession of the 
United States; 

"(11) a court of competent jurisdiction in 
any foreign country with which the United 
States has entered into an agreement which 
requires the United States to honor the proc
ess; or 

"(11i) an authorized official pursuant to an 
order of such a court of competent jurisdic
tion or pursuant to State or local law; and 

"(B) which is directed to, and the purpose 
of which is to compel, a governmental entity 
which holds moneys which are otherwise 
payable to an individual to make a payment 
from the moneys to another party in order to 
satisfy a legal obligation of the individual to 
provide child support or make alimony pay
ments.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) To PART D OF TITLE IV.-Sections 461 and 

462 (42 U.S.C. 661and662) are repealed. 
(2) To TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.-Sec

tion 5520a of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended, in subsections (h)(2) and (i), by 
striking "sections 459, 461, and 462 of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662)" 
and inserting "section 459 of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 659)". 

(C) MILITARY RETIRED AND RETAINER PAY.
(1) DEFINITION OF COURT.-Section 1408(a)(l) 

of title 10, United States Code, is amended
(A) by striking "and" at the end of sub

paragraph (B); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

subparagraph (C) and inserting "; and"; and 
(C) by adding after subparagraph (C) the 

following: 
"(D) any administrative or jud.icial tribu

nal of a State competent to enter orders for 
support or maintenance (including a State 
agency administering a program under a 
State plan approved under part D of title IV 
of the Social Security Act), and, for purposes 
of this subparagraph, the term 'State' in
cludes the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is
lands, Guam, and American Samoa.''. 

(2) DEFINITION OF COURT ORDER.-Section 
1408(a)(2) of such title is amended by insert
ing "or a court order for the payment of 
child support not included in or accompanied 
by such a decree or settlement," before 
"which-". 

(3) PUBLIC PAYEE.-Section 1408(d) of such 
title is amended-

(A) in the heading, by inserting "(OR FOR 
BENEFIT OF)" before "SPOUSE OR"; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), in the first sentence, 
by inserting "(or for the benefit of such 
spouse or former spouse to a State disburse
ment unit established pursuant to section 
454B of the Social Security Act or other pub
lic payee designated by a State, in accord
ance with part D of title IV of the Social Se
curity Act, as directed by court order, or as 
otherwise directed in accordance with such 
part D)" before "in an amount sufficient". 

(4) RELATIONSHIP TO PART D OF TITLE IV.
Section 1408 of such title is amended by add
ing at the end the following: 

"(j) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.-ln any 
case involving an order providing for pay
ment of child support (as defined in section 
459(i)(2) of the Social Security Act) by a 
member who has never been married to the 

other parent of the child, the provisions of 
this section shall not apply, and the case 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 
459 of such Act.''. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 6 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 763. ENFORCEMENT OF CIDLD SUPPORT OB
LIGATIONS OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF LOCATOR INFORMA
TION.-

(1) MAINTENANCE OF ADDRESS INFORMA
TION.-The Secretary of Defense shall estab
lish a centralized personnel locator service 
that includes the address of each member of 
the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary. Upon request of the Secretary 
of Transportation, addresses for members of 
the Coast Guard shall be included in the cen
tralized personnel locator service. 

(2) TYPE OF ADDRESS.-
(A) RESIDENTIAL ADDRESS.-Except as pro

vided in subparagraph (B), the address for a 
member of the Armed Forces shown in the 
locator service shall be the residential ad
dress of that member. 

(B) DUTY ADDRESS.-The address for a 
member of the Armed Forces shown in the 
locator service shall be the duty address of 
that member in the case of a member-

(i) who is permanently assigned overseas, 
to a vessel, or to a routinely deployable unit; 
or 

(11) with respect to whom the Secretary 
concerned makes a determination that the 
member's residential address should not be 
disclosed due to national security or safety 
concerns. 

(3) UPDATING OF LOCATOR INFORMATION.
Within 30 days after a member listed in the 
locator service establishes a new residential 
address (or a new duty address, in the case of 
a member covered by paragraph (2)(B)), the 
Secretary concerned shall update the locator 
service to indicate the new address of the 
member. 

(4) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall make information 
regarding the address of a member of the 
Armed Forces listed in the locator service 
available, on request, to the Federal Parent 
Locator Service established under section 
453 of the Social Security Act. 

(b) FACILITATING GRANTING OF LEAVE FOR 
ATTENDANCE AT HEARINGS.-

(!) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of each 
military department, and the Secretary of 
Transportation with respect to the Coast 
Guard when it is not operating as a service 
in the Navy, shall prescribe regulations to 
facilitate the granting of leave to a member 
of the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction 
of that Secretary in a case in which-

(A) the leave is needed for the member to 
attend a hearing described in paragraph (2); 

(B) the member is not serving in or with a 
unit deployed in a contingency operation (as 
defined in section 101 of title 10, United 
States Code); and 

(C) the exigencies of military service (as 
determined by the Secretary concerned) do 
not otherwise require that such leave not be 
granted. 

(2) COVERED HEARINGS.-Paragraph (1) ap
plies to a hearing that is conducted by a 
court or pursuant to an administrative proc
ess established under State law, in connec
tion with a civil action-

(A) to determine whether a member of the 
Armed Forces is a natural parent of a child; 
or 

(B) to determine an obligation of a member 
of the Armed Forces to provide child sup
port. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub
section: 

(A) The term "court" has the meaning 
given that term in section 1408(a) of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(B) The term "child support" has the 
meaning given such term in section 459(i) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659(i)). 

(C) PAYMENT OF MILITARY RETIRED PAY IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH ClilLD SUPPORT ORDERS.-

(1) DATE OF CERTIFICATION OF COURT 
ORDER.-Section 1408 of title 10, United 
States Code, as amended by section 762(c)(4) 
of this Act, is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsections (i) and (j) 
as subsections (j) and (k), respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (h) the 
following: · 

"(i) CERTIFICATION DATE.-It is not nec
essary that the date of a certification of the 
authenticity or completeness of a copy of a 
court order for child support received by the 
Secretary concerned for the purposes of this 
section be recent in relation to the date of 
receipt by the Secretary.". 

(2) PAYMENTS CONSISTENT WITH ASSIGN
MENTS OF RIGHTS TO STATES.-Section 
1408(d)(l) of such title is amended by insert
ing after the 1st sentence the following: "In 
the case of a spouse or former spouse who, 
pursuant to section 405(a)(8) of the Social Se
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 605(a)(8)), assigns to a 
State the rights of the spouse or former 
spouse to receive support, the Secretary con
cerned may make the child support pay
ments referred to in the preceding sentence 
to that State in amounts consistent with 
that assignment of rights.''. 

(3) ARREARAGES OWED BY MEMBERS OF THE 
UNIFORMED SERVICES.-Section 1408(d) of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

"(6) In the case of a court order for which 
effective service is made on the Secretary 
concerned on or after the date of the enact
ment of this paragraph and which provides 
for payments from the disposable retired pay 
of a member to satisy the amount of child 
support set forth in the order, the authority 
provided in paragraph (1) to make payments 
from the disposable retired pay of a member 
to satisy the amount of child support set 
forth in a court order shall apply to payment 
of any amount of child support arrearages 
set forth in that order as well as to amounts 
of child support that currently become 
due.". 

(4) PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall begin payroll deductions with
in 30 days after receiving notice of withhold
ing, or for the first pay period that begins 
after such 30-day period. 
SEC. 764. VOIDING OF FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS. 

Section 466 (42 U.S.C. 666), as amended by 
section 721 of this Act, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

"(g) LAWS VOIDING FRAUDULENT TRANS
FERS.-In order to satisfy section 454(20)(A), 
each State must have in effect-

"(l)(A) the Uniform Fraudulent Convey
ance Act of 1981; 

"(B) the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act 
of 1984; or 

"(C) another law, specifying indicia of 
fraud which create a prima facie case that a 
debtor transferred income or property to 
avoid payment to a child support creditor, 
which the Secretary finds affords com
parable rights to child support creditors; and 

"(2) procedures under which, in any case in 
which the State knows of a transfer by a 
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child support debtor with respect to which 
such a prima facie case is established, the 
State must-

"(A) seek to void such transfer; or 
"(B) obtain a settlement in the best inter

ests of the child support creditor.''. 
SEC. 765. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT STATES 

SHOULD SUSPEND DRIVERS', BUSI
NESS, AND OCCUPATIONAL LI· 
CENSES OF PERSONS OWING PAST· 
DUE CHILD St)'PPORT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that each 
State should suspend any driver's license, 
business license, or occupational license is
sued to any person who owes past-due child 
support. 
SEC. 766. WORK REQUIREMENT FOR PERSONS 

OWING PAST-DUE CHILD SUPPORT. 
Section 466(a) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended by sections 
701(a), 715, 717(a), and 723 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(16) PROCEDURES TO ENSURE THAT PERSONS 
OWING PAST-DUE SUPPORT WORK OR HAVE A 
PLAN FOR PAYMENT OF SUCH SUPPORT.-

"(A) Procedures requiring the State, in 
any case in which an individual owes past
due support with respect to a child receiving 
assistance under a State program funded 
under part A, to seek a court order that re
quires the individual to-

"(i) pay such support in accordance with a 
plan approved by the court; or 

"(ii) if the individual is subject to such a 
plan and is not incapacitated, participate in 
such work activities (as defined in section 
404(b)(l)) as the court deems appropriate. 

"(B) As used in subparagraph (A), the term 
'past-due support' means the amount of a de
linquency, determined under a court order, 
or an order of an administrative process es
tablished under State law, for support and 
maintenance of a child, or of a child and the 
parent with whom the child is living.". 
SEC. 767. DEFINmON OF SUPPORT ORDER. 

Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 653) as amended by 
sections 716 and 746(b) of this Act, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following: 

"(o) SUPPORT ORDER DEFINED.-As used in 
this part, the term 'support order' means an 
order issued by a court or an administrative 
process established under State law that re
quires support and maintenance of a child or 
of a child and the parent with whom the 
child is living.". 

Subtitle H-Medical Support 
SEC. 771. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO ERISA 

DEFINmON OF MEDICAL CIDLD 
SUPPORT ORDER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 609(a)(2)(B) of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(2)(B)) is amended

(1) by striking "issued by a court of com
petent jurisdiction"; 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (11) and inserting a comma; and 

(3) by adding, after and below clause (11), 
the following: 
"if such judgment, decree, or order (I) is is
sued by a court of competent jurisdiction or 
(II) is issued by an administrative adjudica
tor and has the force and effect of law ·under 
applicable State law.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) PLAN AMENDMENTS NOT REQUIRED UNTIL 
JANUARY 1, 1996.-Any amendment to a plan 
required to be made by an amendment made 
by this section shall not be required to be 
made before the first plan year beginning on 
or after January 1, 1996, if-

(A) during the period after the date before 
the date of the enactment of this Act and be-

fore such first plan year, the plan is operated 
in accordance with the requirements of the 
amendments made by this section; and 

(B) such plan amendment applies retro
actively to the period after the date before 
the date of the enactment of this Act and be
fore such first plan year. 
A plan shall not be treated as failing to be 
operated in accordance with the provisions 
of the plan merely because it operates in ac
cordance with this paragraph. 

Subtitle I-Enhancing Responsibility and 
Opportunity for Nonresidential Parents 

SEC. 781. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ACCESS AND 
VISITATION PROGRAMS. 

Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651-669) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"SEC. 469A. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ACCESS AND 

VISITATION PROGRAMS. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administration for 

Children and Families shall make grants 
under this section to enable States to estab
lish and administer programs to support and 
facilitate absent parents' access to and visi
tation of their children, by means of activi
ties including mediation (both voluntary and 
mandatory), counseling, education, develop
ment of parenting plans, visitation enforce
ment (including monitoring, supervision and 
neutral drop-off and pickup), and develop
ment of guidelines for visitation and alter
native custody arrangements. 

"(b) AMOUNT OF GRANT.-The amount of 
the grant to be made to a State under this 
section for a fiscal year shall be an amount 
equal to the lesser of-

"(1) 90 percent of State expenditures dur
ing the fiscal year for activities described in 
subsection (a); or 

"(2) the allotment of the State under sub
section (c) for the fiscal year. 

"(c) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The allotment of a State 

for a fiscal year is the amount that bears the 
same ratio to the amount appropriated for 
grants under this section for the fiscal year 
as the number of children in the State living 
with only 1 biological parent bears to the 
total number of such children in all States. 

"(2) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.-The Adminis
tration for Children and Families shall ad
just allotments to States under paragraph (1) 
as necessary to ensure that no State is allot
ted less than-

" (A) $50,000 for fiscal year 1996 or 1997; or 
"(B) $100,000 for any succeeding fiscal year. 
"(d) NO SUPPLANTATION OF STATE EXPENDI-

TURES FOR SIMILAR ACTIVITIES.-A State to 
which a grant is made under this section 
may not use the grant to supplant expendi
tures by the State for activities specified in 
subsection (a), but shall use the grant to sup
plement such expenditures at a level at least 
equal to the level of such expenditures for 
fiscal year 1995. 

"(e) STATE ADMINISTRATION.-Each State 
to which a grant is made under this section-

"(1) may administer State programs fund
ed with the grant, directly or through grants 
to or contracts with courts, local public 
agencies, or non-profit private entities; 

"(2) shall not be required to operate such 
programs on a statewide basis; and 

"(3) shall monitor, evaluate, and report on 
such programs in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary.". 

Subtitle J-Effect of Enactment 
SEC. 791. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise spe
cifically provided (but subject to subsections 
(b) and (c))-

(1) the provisions of this title requiring the 
enactment or amendment of State laws 

under section 466 of the Social Security Act, 
or revision of State plans under section 454 
of such Act, shall be effective with respect to 
periods beginning on and after October 1, 
1996; and 

(2) all other provisions of this title shall 
become effective upon enactment. 

(b) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE LAW 
CHANGES.-The provisions of this title shall 
become effective with respect to a State on 
the later of-

(1) the date specified in this title, or 
(2) the effective date of laws enacted by the 

legislature of such State implementing such 
provisions, 
but in no event later than the first day of the 
first calendar quarter beginning after the 
close of the first regular session of the State 
legislature that begins after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. For purposes of the 
previous sentence, in the case of a State that 
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of 
such session shall be deemed to be a separate 
regular session of the State legislature. 

(C) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE CONSTITU
TIONAL AMENDMENT.-A State shall not be 
found out of compliance with any require
ment enacted by this title if the State is un
able to so comply without amending the 
State constitution until the earlier of-

(1) 1 year after the effective date of the 
necessary State constitutional amendment; 
or 

(2) 5 years after the date of the enactment 
of this title. 
TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 801. SCORING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-None of the changes in di
rect spending resulting from this Act shall 
be reflected in estimates under section 252(d) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 
251(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(H) SPECIAL ALLOWANCE FOR WELFARE RE
FORM.-For any fiscal year, the adjustments 
shall be appropriations for discretionary pro
grams resulting from the Personal Respon
sibility Act of 1995 (as described in the joint 
explanatory statement accompanying a con
ference report on that Act) in discretionary 
accounts and the outlays flowing in all years 
from such appropriations (but not to exceed 
amounts authorized for those programs by 
that Act for that fiscal year) minus appro
priations for comparable discretionary pro
grams for fiscal year 1995 (as described in the 
joint explanatory statement accompanying a 
conference report on that Act.". 
SEC. 802. PROVISIONS TO ENCOURAGE ELEC· 

TRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER SYS· 
TEMS. 

Section 904 of the Electronic Fund Trans
fer Act (15 U.S.C. 1693b) is amended-

(1) by striking "(d) In the event" and in
serting "(d) APPLICABILITY TO SERVICE PRO
VIDERS OTHER THAN CERTAIN FINANCIAL IN
STITUTIONS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-In the event"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELEC

TRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER PROGRAMS.-
"(A) EXEMPTION GENERALLY.-The disclo

sures, protections, responsibilities, and rem
edies established under this title, and any 
regulation prescribed or order issued by the 
Board in accordance with this title, shall not 
apply to any electronic benefit transfer pro
gram established under State or local law or 
administered by a State or local govern
ment. 
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"(B) ExCEPTION FOR DIRECT DEPOSIT INTO 

RECIPIENT'S ACCOUNT.-Subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply with respect to any elec
tronic funds transfer under an electronic 
benefit transfer program for deposits di
rectly into a consumer account held by the 
recipient of the benefit. 

"(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-No provision 
of this paragraph may be construed as-

"(i) affecting or altering the protections 
otherwise applicable with respect to benefits 
established by Federal, State, or local law; 
or 

"(11) otherwise superseding the application 
of any State or local law. 

"(D) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER PRO
GRAM DEFINED.-For purposes of this para
graph, the term 'electronic benefit transfer 
program'-

"(i) means a program under which a gov
ernment agency distributes needs-tested 
benefits by establishing accounts to be 
accessed by recipients electronically, such as 
through automated teller machines, or 
point-of-sale terminals; and 

"(11) does not include employment-related 
payments, including salaries and pension, re
tirement, or unemployment benefits estab
lished by Federal, State, or local govern
ments.''. 

The CHAIRMAN. No further amend
ment shall be in order except the 
amendments printed in House Report 
104-85, amendments en bloc described 
in section 2 of House Resolution 119, 
and the amendments designated in sec
tion 3 of that resolution. 

Except as specified in section 2, 3, or 
4 of the resolution, each amendment 
made in order by the resolution may be 
considered only in the order printed in 
the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, is 
considered as having been read, is de
batable for 20 minutes, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent of the amendment, is not sub
ject to amendment, and is not subject 
to a demand for division of the ques
tion. 

Notwithstanding that amendments 
printed in the report are not subject to 
amendment, the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, or their designees, 
each may offer one pro forma amend
ment to any amendment printed in the 
report for the purpose of debate. 

Pursuant to section 2 of the resolu
tion, it shall be in order at any time 
before consideration of the amend
ments designated in section 3 of the 
resolution for the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means or his 
designee to offer amendments en bloc 
consisting of amendments printed in 
the report not earlier disposed of or 
germane modifications of any such 
amendment. 

Amendments en bloc offered pursu
ant to section 2 of the resolution are 
considered as having been read, except 
that modifications shall be reported, 
and are debatable for 20 minutes, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means or their designees. 

For the purpose of inclusion in such 
amendments en bloc, an amendment 
printed in the form of a motion to 
strike may be modified to the form of 
a germane perfecting amendment to 
the text originally proposed to be 
stricken. 

The original proponent of an amend
ment included in such amendments en 
bloc may insert a statement in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD immediately 
before the disposition of the amend
ments en bloc. 

After disposition of the amendments 
printed in the report and any amend
ments en bloc offered pursuant to sec
tion 2 of the resolution, it shall be in 
order to consider the following amend
ments in this order: 

First, a further amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of H.R. 1267 by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. DEAL] or his designee; 

Second, a further amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of H.R. 1250 by the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] or her des
ignee; and 

Third, a further amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of the bill, as it had been perfected 
before the consideration of amend
ments pursuant to section 3 of the res
olution, if offered by the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means or 
his designee. 

Debate on each of the three amend
ments just referred to will be 1 hour, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

The third amendment, just referred 
to, shall be subject to amendment by 
any amendment printed in the report 
that was not earlier disposed of as an 
amendment to the bill before consider
ation of amendments pursuant to sec
tion 3 of the resolution. 

Amendments to the amendment des
ignated in subparagraph (a)(3) of sec
tion 3 shall be considered under the 
same terms as if offered to the bill, in
cluding the requirement of 1 hour's no
tice pursuant to section 4 of the resolu
tion. 

If more than one of the amendments 
designated in subsection (a) of section 3 
of the resolution is adopted, only the 
one receiving the greater number of af
firmative votes shall be considered as 
finally adopted. In the case of a tie for 
the greater number of affirmative 
votes, only the last amendment to re
ceive that number of affirmative votes 
shall be considered as finally adopted. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
record vote on amendments made in 
order by the resolution. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for voting by elec
tronic device on any postponed ques-

tion that immediately follows another 
vote by electronic device without in
tervening business, provided that the 
time for voting by electronic device on 
the first in any series of questions shall 
not be less than 15 minutes. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may recognize for consider
ation of any amendment printed in the 
report out of the order printed, but not 
sooner than 1 hour after the Chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
or a designee announces from the floor 
a request to that effect. 

D 1445 
It is now in order to consider amend

ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, pursu

ant to the rule, I offer an amendment 
consisting of technical corrections to 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ARCHER: 
Page 4, strike the item relating to section 

592 and insert the following: 
Sec. 592. Sense of the Congress. 

Page 18, strike line 19 and all that follows 
through line 5 on page 19 and insert the fol
lowing: 

"(3) FOR FAILURE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE IN
COME AND ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION SYSTEM.
If the Secretary determines that a State pro
gram funded under this part is not partici
pating during a fiscal year in the income and 
eligib111ty verification system required by 
section 1137, the Secretary shall reduce by 1 
percent the amount of the grant that would 
(in the absence of this subsection, subsection 
(a)(l)(B) of this section, and section 101(e)(2)) 
be payable to the State under subsection 
(a)(l)(A) for the fiscal year. 

Page 32, line 20, strike "subsection (c)(l)" 
and insert "section 403(c)(l)". . 

Page 32, line 24, strike ", unless" and all 
that follows through line 13 on page 33 and 
insert "except consistent with title IV of the 
Personal Responsib111ty Act of 1995.". 

Page 33, line 16, strike "a State" and insert 
"A State". 

Page 35, beginning on line 16, strike "sub
section (c)(l)" and insert section 403(c)(l)". 

Page 36, line 3, strike "subsection (e)(l)" 
and insert "section 403(c)(l)". 

Page 84, line 18, insert "(42 U.S.C. 13001-
13004)" after "1990". 

Page 123, line 23, strike "amount appro
priated" and insert "school-based nutrition 
amount". 

Page 124, line 6, strike "amount appro
priated" and insert "school-based nutrition 
amount". 

Page 125, beginning on line 22, strike 
"amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 

Page 125, line 25, strike "amount appro
priated" and insert "school-based nutrition 
amount". 

Page 126, beginning on line 6, strike 
" amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 

Page 126, line 9, strike "amount appro
priated" and insert "school-based nutrition 
amount". 

Page 126, beginning on line 22, strike 
"amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 
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Page 127, beginning on line 3, strike 

"amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 

Page 127, beginning on line 11, strike 
"amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 

Page 127, beginning on line 16, strike 
"amount appropriated" and insert "school
based nutrition amount". 

Page 131, line 9, strike "620" and insert 
"621". 

Page 153, strike lines 8 through 14. 
Page 153, line 15, strike "(4)" and insert 

"(3)". 
Page 154, strike the parenthetical phrase 

beginning on line 20. 
Page 154, line 18, strike "subsections (b) 

and (c)" and insert "subsection (b)". 
Page 159, line 13, insert "or section 412" 

after "this section". 
Page 159, strike the parenthetical phrase 

beginning on line 16. 
Page 167, line 10, strike "individual" and 

insert "alien". 
Page 169, line 9, insert "(a) LIMITATIONS ON 

ASSISTANCE.-" before "SECTION". 
Page 170, after line 12, insert the following: 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 

501(h)) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1471(h)) is amended-

(1) by striking "(1)"; 
(2) by striking "by the Secretary of Hous

ing and Urban Development"; and 
(3) by striking paragraph (2). 
Page 193, line 4, insert "of title II" after 

"subtitle C". 
Page 203, line 3, strike "Section (3)(o)" and 

insert "Section 3(o)". 
Page 204, line 21, strike the comma after 

"households". 
Page 210, line 16, strike "42" and insert 

"7". 
Page 217, line 17, strike "2015(1)(6)" and in

sert "2016(i)(6)". 
Page 217, line 18, strike "17(e)" and insert 

"section 17(e)". 
Page 221, line 25, strike "the". 
Page 222, line 1, strike "year" and insert 

"years". 
Page 228, beginning on line 25, strike 

"Food Stamp Simplification and Reform" 
and insert "Personal Responsibility". 

Page 229, line 5, strike "Food Stamp Sim
plification and Reform" and insert "Personal 
Responsib111ty". 

Page 231, line 10, strike ", wherever pos
sible," and on line 11, insert "wherever pos
sible," after "Agriculture,". 

Page 236, line 4, strike "and (c)". 
Page 236, strike lines 7 and 8. 
Page 236, line 9, strike "(c)" and insert 

"(b)" and strike "section 560"and insert 
"section 559". 

Page 242, line 4, strike "601(d)(l)" and in
sert "601(d)(l)(A)". 

Page 245, line 10, strike "indivdiuals" and 
insert "individuals". 

Page 255, strike lines 19 and 20 and insert 
the following: "and for whom, for the month 
preceding the month in which the individual 
attained such age, a determination was in ef
fect that the individual is a qualifying child 
under section 1646(3). ". 

Page 262, line 9, insert "by reason of dis
ability" after "Act,". 

Page 323, line 24, strike "(c)" and insert 
"(b)". 

Page 368, line 20, strike "subparagraphs (A) 
and (B)" and insert "paragraphs (1) and (2)". 

Page 387, line 25, strike "by an administra
tive adjudicator" and insert "through an ad
ministrative process established under State 
law". 

Page 393, strike line 4 and all that follows 
through line 7. 

Page 393, line 5, strike "(b) TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENT.-". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARCHER] will be recognized for 10 min
utes, and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS] will be recognized for 10 
minutes in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment con
sists mainly of technical drafting er
rors which were discovered by staff 
after the introduction of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the en bloc technical amend
ment. I support the elimination from 
the bill of section 801(a) to clarify that 
the majority is fully committed to pay
ing for the tax cuts pledged in the Con
tract With America. The majority is 
committed to paying for the contract 
with a combination of entitlement cuts 
and a reduction in the discretionary 
spending caps, which is different than 
the current pay-go where we simply 
permit discretionary savings, the 
downsizing of government, to be moved 
in the pay-go category. 

Under current pay-go rules, however, 
a tax cut cannot be paid for with a re
duction in the discretionary caps. In· 
other words, if we want to eliminate 
departments, if we want to fix foreign 
aid, if we want to eliminate bureauc
racy, we believe that those savings 
ought to be shifted over to the pay-go 
scorecard in order to pay for any tax 
cuts. That is why the Budget Commit
tee last week made a change which will 
allow the discretionary spending cuts 
to offset tax cu ts. 

Section 801(a) was inserted into the 
reintroduced welfare reform bill to 
clarify that any savings from welfare 
reform would not be used for new or ex
panded entitlement programs. 

Furthermore, this language was to 
emphasize that the savings from this 
bill are part of a total budget package 
that will cut taxes and reduce the defi
cit. 

For some Members to now imply that 
this language was meant to be some
thing completely different is inac
curate. It is wrong to interpret section 
801(a) to mean that the savings from 
welfare reform was suddenly des
ignated for deficit reduction. Section 
801(a) speaks to pay-go, and Members 
better understand pay-go before they 
claim that it is something other than 
that. 

In fact, three separate House com
mittees considered amendments to ear
mark welfare reform savings for deficit 
reduction and in each case those at
tempts were rejected. In fact, it should 

be noted that section 801(a) was never 
the result of any committee action to 
begin with. But there has been some 
confusion regarding the approach of 
not placing the welfare reform savings 
on the pay-go scorecard. 

The language as written was in
tended purely to content with the ad
mittedly arcane requirements of the 
Budget Enforcement Act. We are pro
posing to eliminate section 801(a) so 
that all savings from the welfare re
form will score on the pay-go score
card. This will assure in a less confus
ing way that the savings will be part of 
our overall budget of cutting taxes and 
reducing the deficit. 

This is clearly a technical change to 
ensure that budget score keeping is ad
hered to and it will not affect the budg
etary bottom line. And I will repeat 
and stress, we are fulfilling our prom
ise of cutting taxes and reducing the 
deficit. 

In a nutshell, what this amendment 
says is that we will move the discre
tionary savings onto the pay-go score
card. When we take the discretionary 
savings and move them onto the pay-go 
scorecard, when we take the discre
tionary savings and add them into the 
entitlement savings, that pays for our 
tax cuts. We believe that that in fact 
will happen. 

Discretionary spending caps have the 
force of law. If in some process people 
would argue that we would like to have 
a fail-safe, we have the fail-safe and 
the fail-safe is the current pay-go rules 
that say if in fact the tax cuts are not 
clearly offset by discretionary spend
ing savings and entitlement savings, 
we will have a sequester. That is the 
ultimate fail-safe guarantee that our 
tax cuts will be paid for by spending 
cuts. 

But what I think is instructive to 
note is not only were we able last week 
in the Budget Committee to lay down 
in addition to the entitlement savings 
the $100 billion in discretionary savings 
cuts, but we have three times as much 
tax relief as the President and $60 bil
lion more in deficit reduction than the 
President has. 

Before we make an argument about 
what this is all about I would commend 
to the Members that they read 801(a) of 
the 1990 Budget Act that talks about 
what the rules are on pay-go, and once 
they understand it, they are going to 
be able to effectively argue it from the 
facts. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute and 15 seconds to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, what nonsense. I am 
surprised at this amendment, surprised 
because in Texas we know the dif
ference between straight talk and dou
bled-talk, and by golly, if double-talk 
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would solve the problems of this defi
cit, it would be gone this past week. I 
stood here on the floor of the House 
and had the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Rules tell me we 
could not place in order an amendment 
to be sure that all that money we 
slashed and burned for summer jobs 
and for young people in last week's re
scission bill could not be used for defi
cit reduction, said it just could not be 
done, it just was not proper, but within 
hours he reversed himself and made it 
proper. And this House put on a 
lockbox amendment. And within hours 
after that we twisted all around again 
because not two blocks from here, in 
the Budget Committee, we had the dis
tinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee saying that lockbox was 
just a game, it was just a big game. 

Well, it is not a big game to me be
cause we need to be addressing this 
problem of deficit reduction. 

The same thing is happening on this 
floor today. The bill is clear. It says 
the money is to be used for deficit re
duction, and now we come along with a 
purportedly technical amendment and 
now deficit reduction is out. 

They have mastered the principle of 
redistribution of the wealth, taking 
from the poor and giving to the elite, 
and that is what this is about. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Ms. RIVERS]. 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this 
amendment on three grounds, First, on 
the ground of fairness, in that I pro
posed to the Committee on Rules last 
week an amendment nearly diamet
rically opposed to this one, in that it 
would offer members of this commit
tee, just as people across the country 
are struggling with the opportunity to 
say no to tax cuts and yes to deficit re
duction. 

That rule was made not in order, yet 
this particular rule which offers the op
posi te was put in place on this floor. 

Second, I am opposed on the ground 
of honesty. This amendment was de
scribed as dealing with drafting errors. 
These are not drafting errors, these are 
substantive changes from the desire of 
the committee who reported out this 
bill, and it is highly, highly suspect to 
portray it in any other way. 

Last, I oppose this issue on grounds 
of public policy. Our children would be 
greater served by deficit reduction 
than tax cuts. It would be more reason
able and infinitely more loving to put 
the money on the deficit. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, let 
us make this perfectly clear. The gen-

tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has just 
stated unequivocally that any savings 
from this package will be used to im
plement your Contract With America 
for tax cuts. He has made that clear, 
that there will be no lockbox, there 
will be no deficit reduction; any sav
ings from this package will go directly 
to pay for the tax cut; is that not what 
the gentleman said? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

D 1500 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I just 

want to register my protest to the 
shell game that is going on here. One 
moment you see it, and one moment 
you do not. One moment something is 
going for deficit reduction, and then 
another moment it is going for tax 
cuts. 

We need welfare reform. We greatly 
need it. 

But I want everybody to know, for 
example, regarding SSI kids, where 
there is going to be a reduction of 
about $15 billion, that is not 
downsizing government. That is handi
capping the families of handicapped 
children. 

We need to get the inequities and the 
holes out of SSI, the abuses, but not by 
hurting families with handicapped chil
dren. 

Therefore, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the provision to the en bloc 
technical amendment which would 
strike section 801, because, as the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget suggested, it eliminates what, I 
think, is an unnecessary degree of con
fusion which surrounds this section. 

As I listened to this, I think those 
that are watching this or listening to 
this debate, they are probably very un
clear about what it is all about, and 
the answer is they are going to con
tinue to be unclear, because this is 
kind of an esoteric debate. It may not 
be it is drafting errors, but the intent 
of what we have had all along in the 
budget resolution and in the welfare re
form and in the tax cut has been clear. 
It is ridiculous, as one of the speakers 
suggested, to suggest this is, the bill, is 
for one purpose or another bill may be 
for another purpose. 

Our purpose in this whole thing is to 
reduce taxes, to pay for those reduc
tions in taxes, and to drive toward a 
balanced budget, and that is what we 
are doing with the change in this legis
lation. 

Let me see if I can explain it a little 
bit. Under the existing budgetary rules, 
the savings for entitlement spending 
can be used for an increase in some 
other entitlement, or it can be used to 

pay for a tax cut, but not for anything 
else. Our intent with the original lan
guage in section 801 was to reserve the 
discretionary spending reductions to 
pay for the tax cuts, by precluding 
these savings from being used for any 
other purpose. 

The language we used apparently, ap
parently created some confusion about 
how this would be accomplished. For 
this reason, we have asked that the 
language be stricken. When the restric
tive language is taken out, the entitle
ment savings in this bill will go onto 
the pay-go scorecard just as they would 
with any other legislation which 
changes the level of entitlement spend
ing. 

Now these savings are then going to 
be combined with the savings from 
other entitlement program reductions, 
the savings from reducing the discre
tionary spending caps, and the loss of 
revenues from the tax cuts. If the reve
nue losses are not offset by the spend
ing reductions, there is going to be a 
sequestration that is required by the 
Budget Act. Either way, the original 
language or the amendment, spending 
reductions will be used to offset tax 
cuts, and any spending cuts in excess of 
the tax cuts will be used for deficit re
duction. 

We should vote for this amendment. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, this 
technical amendment releases a tidal 
wave of spending. 

Yogi Berra said it pretty well; he 
misstated it some years back when he 
said, "Deja vu all over again." Last 
week the Republicans. removed the 
lockbox which would have had extra 
money go toward deficit reduction. 
This time it is page 393, section 801, 
that they removed that would have 
this money go to deficit reduction. 
Now it is going to go to tax cuts. 

If you vote for this technical amend
ment, you could be saying that nickels 
and dimes from school lunch programs 
can be spent for tax cuts. 

Do not read their lips. Read the bill. 
Do not vote for this technical amend
ment if you are concerned about deficit 
reduction. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. OLVER]. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think a single 
person out of 100 would have under
stood what the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget had said earlier. 
It was Beltway convoluted arguments 
and discussion and apology for what is 
going on here. 

The simple fact of the matter is that 
the amendment that is being offered 
here by the majority would allow the 
savings from this bill, $50 billion taken 
from families, 5 million families with 9 
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million children, $50 billion taken over Is there objection to the request of 
5 years from these families who have the gentleman from Florida? 
incomes under $15,000 a year, and give There was no objection. 
it to 2,000,000 families who have in- Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
comes of over $200,000 a year. That is 1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
the simple fact of what this amend- [Mr. STENHOLM], the champion budget
ment allows to happen. That is a result cutter, champion of the balanced budg-
that we should not allow. et. 

It is a shell game and something that (Mr. STENHOLM asked and was 
one of my colleagues suggested that given permission to revise and extend 
the majority ought to be ashamed of. his remarks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir- rise admittedly rather confused in 
ginia [Mr. PAYNE]. some instances regarding what is in 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 801(a) and what is not. 
man, let us be clear about what is hap- I still believe I am right. I will not 
pening here. This amendment clears argue the point with the chairman of 
the way to use any savings in welfare the Committee on the Budget today. 
reform to pay for tax cuts, tax cuts But once again I have to take strong 
that we simply cannot afford. exception to a statement the chairman 

Several weeks ago on this floor, 300 of the Committee on the Budget just 
Members of the House of Representa- · made a moment ago by saying that if 
tives voted in favor of the balanced we do everything in this contract we 
budget amendment, and we did that be- are, in fact, going to reduce taxes and 
cause we know that nothing is more reduce the deficit $60 billion, com
important for the fiscal health of this pletely ignoring the fact that last 
country than reducing the budget defi- Thursday night we voted to cut $55 bil
cit. Now, with this amendment, we lion which was double-counted on Fri
take $70 billion in spending cuts, ignore day. 
deficit reduction, and apply these sav- Now, that, again, is something we 
ings to tax cuts which we simply can- should not be doing and saying on this 
not afford. floor. Just as the previous speaker has 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very bad said, I want to reduce the deficit. This 
amendment. I would urge my col- argument and why you should vote 
leagues to vote against it and vote for against this technical amendment, this 
the deal substitute that uses its sav- is your clear expression of whether you 
ings for .deficit reduction. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 want to take any spending cuts, as the 
·Deal substitute does. 

minute to the gentleman from Louisi- The only honest deficit-reduction 
ana [Mr. MCCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I am a package we will vote on today is the 
little tired of all of this about Deal substitute. If you are for reducing 
lockboxes and trust funds and setting the deficit, you vote for Deal. If you 
money aside. want to keep playing these confusing 

All of the people talking about that games about definitions, then support 
stuff know as well as I do that that is this technical amendment. 
a fiction. The simple truth is if you pay Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
out more than you bring in, you have 2% minutes to the gentleman from 
got a deficit. That is what we have Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 
been doing in this country for too long. Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-

Yes, some of us want to cut taxes. man, I rise in strong opposition to this 
Every Republican in this body 2 years amendment. 
ago, many Democrats who still remain This is not a technical amendment. 
here now, 2 years ago voted against Taking money from children to give 
President Clinton's tax increase. , tax breaks to the rich is not a tech-

All we are trying to do this year is nicality. 
get back two-thirds of that tax in- That is what this amendment does
crease. So if you were against taxes it takes $65 billion from the disabled, 
being raised 2 years ago, you ought to the poor, and the children so that we 
be trying to get some of that tax in- can give $125 billion to our Nation's 
crease back this year. richest 1 percent. The American people 

But we are going to pay for it, plus do not want this. They do not want us 
we are going to reduce the deficit, and betraying our children to pay for tax 
we are going to reduce taxes. If you are cuts for the rich. 
not for reducing taxes, fine, do not vote But that is what we are doing 
for the tax cuts, but do not try to ob- today-we are betraying our children. 
fuscate the issue with all this talk Not just the children who will be cut 
about lockboxes and trust funds. off welfare-or do without a school 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, to ex- lunch-to pay for the Republican tax 
tend the time of debate on this amend- cut. But all the children who will grow 
ment, I move to strike the last word. I up to see an exploding deficit-a deficit 
ask unanimous consent to merge that that exploded because we stole our 
additional time that I am currently children's education and food to pro-
controlling. vide tax cuts for the rich. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman has The Republican proposal kicks 6 mil-
that right. lion children off welfare. It kicks a 

quarter million disabled children off. It 
cuts money for milk for 1.6 million in
fants. 

And why must we kick so many kids 
off? To pay for the $320 billion tax cut 
for those with six figure incomes. To 
pay for the $125 billion dollar tax cut 
for the richest 1 percent of Americans. 

The Republicans should be forthcom
ing about what they are doing. This so
called technical amendment states 
that they are taking $65 billion from 
children to give to the rich. Do not 
hide the facts in a technical amend
ment. Stand up for what you believe in. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
so-called technical amendment. For 
those who do support this amendment, 
I have a request. Come clean. Lay your 
cards on the table-face up. You sup
port taking $65 billion from children so 
that you can give it to the rich. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr . . Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank my friend, the gentleman 
from Florida, for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons 
why the Democrats opposed the motion 
that allowed the committees to sit dur
ing this debate is we wanted people on 
the floor to hear the debate. 

Under the guise of a technical 
amendment, we have an amendment 
being brought to the floor that will be 
voted on that dramatically changes 
how the bill's savings can be used. The 
bill's savings should be used for deficit 
reduction. That is our highest priority. 
But this amendment will allow the 
moneys to be used for a tax cut. 

Now, why is that so significant? If 
you look at H.R. 4, the original bill 
that was with the Contract With Amer
ica, that bill provided additional re
sources for job-training programs, did 
not produce anywhere near the savings 
that are in this bill, and that is what 
was produced by the Republicans. 

But now we have a different bill, a 
bill that brings out a lot of so-called 
savings, but not in order to reduce the 
deficit but in order to finance the tax 
cut. 

Well, my colleagues, we are going to 
have a chance in this debate to vote for 
a bill that will reduce the deficit. The 
substitute that will be offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] 
not only will get people off of welfare 
and get them to work, unlike the Re
publican bill, by having tough require
ments on the individuals to work and 
on the States to provide job opportuni
ties, but with the Deal bill you will 
also have a chance, the only chance, to 
reduce the deficit. 

So, I urge my colleagues to listen to 
the debate. This is a critical amend
ment. If this amendment passes, the 
only hope that we have in reducing the 
de.ficit on the welfare bill will be the 
bill offered by the gentleman from 
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Georgia [Mr. DEAL] that I hope my col
leagues will support. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
find it passing strange that those of us 
who voted against the balanced budget 
amendment in part because we did not 
believe it was a genuine commitment 
to deficit reduction are finding our
selves and our position redeemed today 
with this amendment. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] is exactly correct. The gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREW
STER] was correct when he put through 
his amendment before, and I under
stand the difficulty of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], because I be
lieve him to be an honest person. 

D 1515 
But he is trying to deal with a situa

tion in which he has to do two opposite 
things: provide money for a tax cut, 
and reduce the deficit. And he cannot 
do it. 

Now he is doing a ballet with the 
books in order to try to do it. I under
stand why he is doing it. But the fact 
still remains that if you vote for this, 
you are voting against deficit reduc
tion. And that is coming from some
body who voted against the balanced 
budget because I knew it was a phony, 
and that is being proved today. If you 
are for a balanced budget, vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. FORD], the ranking minor
ity member of the Subcommittee on 
Human Resources of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Archer amendment, the so-called 
technical correction amendment, that 
is. And I say to the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget, who is a 
very distinguished Member of this 
body, it is very clear to all of us now 
that if we pass this technical, so-called 
technical correction amendment, what 
basically we will be doing is taking 
from the mouths of the children of this 
country and not really bringing about 
a real deficit reduction package in this 
Congress, with all of the programs that 
we are reducing. 

I do not think that we are really 
talking about real welfare reform, 
sending people to work, in the way 
that this Personal Responsibility Act
it really abuses kids and is cruel to 
kids in this country. We are taking 
those funds and saying to the wealthi-

est people of this Nation, We will give 
you a tax break on the backs of the 
poor children of this country. 

I think this so-called technical cor
rection amendment should be voted 
down. 

Now, the Archer amendment, the 
gentleman himself knows this is a bad 
amendment. It is not deficit reduction 
at all. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, th.is is not a technical 
amendment. This is a real wolf in 
sheep's clothing. This takes $70 billion 
from children for food or for clothing 
or for housing and for their well-being, 
and gives it to the very well-off in this 
country. This is not a technical amend
ment. It should be beat. It is a sneak 
attack on the promise that we made 
the other day here on this House floor 
and confirmed by the Members voting 
on it that the money saved by this ter
rible program would go to deficit re
duction, not to reduction of taxes for 
very wealthy people. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, under 
the rule, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I yield the bal
ance of my time to close debate to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is recognized 
for 7 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. So many of my friends 
are trying my patience a little bit 
today, but let me just say that I re
main in good cheer because they have 
difficulty understanding what they are 
talking about today. 

The gentleman from Indiana talked 
about section 252(d) of the Budget Act. 
He ought to read section 252(d) of the 
Budget Act before he makes a speech 
about it. 

Let me tell you what we are doing 
today. We are saying that the savings 
that we get on the discretionary sav
ings, the savings we get for lowering 
the discretionary cap can be combined 
with entitlement savings to pay for the 
tax cut. That is what we are doing 
today, plain and simple. 

The Committee on Ways and Means-
there must have been a little bit of am
nesia-the Committee on Ways and 
Means had a vote on whether this 
should all be dedicated deficit reduc
tion. It was rejected. 

Now, what did you do, forget that? 
What we did is we created in the Budg
et Committee a separate pay-go sys
tem. Do you know why we did it? Be
cause the 1990 Budget Act prohibited us 
from being able to downsize Govern
ment and give people some of this 
money back. This corrects it. This says 
that we will take discretionary spend
ing, when we cut foreign aid, which you 
folks refused to do, when we cut dupli
cation, which you refused to do, when 
we take the real savings from the 

President's budget-and there are none 
of those. The President's budget, when 
scored under the 1995 spending level, 
increases the deficit by $30 billion. Did 
you hear that? The President's budget, 
when scored under the 1995 spending 
level, does not cut the deficit $5 billion 
or $10 billion or $20 billion. It increases 
the deficit by $30 billion. 

What does our bill do? Our bill takes 
entitlement savings, this bill included, 
and we downsize Government, some
thing that you have not wanted to do 
all these years. And I refer you back to 
1993, when you were quick to raise 
taxes in this body. You were quick to 
go into peoples' pockets to spend more. 

You got $200 billion deficits as far as 
the eye can see, and you are proud of 
the President's plan? The bottom line 
is this: As we cut spending in discre
tionary accounts, as we cut back for
eign aid, as we cut duplication, we are 
going to take those savings and we are 
going to add those to the entitlement 
savings, and we are going to give the 
American people 3 times as much tax 
relief and $60 billion more in deficit re
duction. Then in May, we are going to 
come back, in May, and you know what 
we are going to do in May? We are 
going to bring out a budget here on the 
floor. Do you know what that budget is 
going to do? That budget is not only 
going to guarantee that we pay for our 
tax reductions but it is also at the 
same time going to put us on the glide 
path to a balanced budget by the year 
2002. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened to the gen
tleman, the chairman of the Commit
tee on the Budget's explanation here, 
and I am reminded, to paraphrase Ger
trude Stein, "A rose is a rose is a 
rose." Well, a dollar is a dollar is a dol
lar. A dollar saved is what I think I 
hear the gentleman saying, a dollar 
saved, whether it comes from discre
tionary spending or entitlement sav
ings, a dollar saved is a dollar saved. A 
dollar spent is a dollar spent, whether 
it goes to tax increases or increase en
titlements or increased discretionary 
spending, it is a dollar spent. 

What we are going to do is take the 
savings from the budget savings in the 
Budget Committee and the entitlement 
savings we are going to have here, and 
we are going to pay for the tax cut and 
we are going to have real, real deficit 
reduction. 

Mr. KASICH. The gentleman is ex
actly correct. 

What is under the current pay-go 
rules-and I would commend all of the 
Members to get out the pay-go rules 
and read them. Under the pay-go rules, 
if you cut discretionary spending, you 
cannot apply that to your entitlement 
savings in order to pay for tax relief. 
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Now, I think the American people de

serve some tax relief, some of which 
gets paid for by cutting the excesses of 
Government. That is precisely what we 
do in this bill. And what we say is we 
change the rules. We say you can take 
discretionary savings and you can com
bine it with entitlements, you can have 
tax relief. But the beauty of what we 
have done in our plan is not only to 
pay for tax relief that amounts to 
three times as much as the President's 
but also makes a down payment on the 
deficit so that we have $60 billion more 
in deficit reduction. In May, we will 
come back again and we will complete 
the job. We will have more entitlement 
savings, we will have more discre
tionary savings. You know what hap
pens at the end of the day? At the end 
of the day, by having real cuts in 
spending, real savings in entitlements, 
we are going to be able to not only 
have our tax relief but at the same 
time be able to have a balanced budget. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I would be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, just one question to 
the gentleman from Ohio: "John, we 
voted here on this House floor on the 
rescission package in good order, 
Democrats and Republicans over
whelmingly, that the money would be 
used for deficit reduction." The same 
day, the gentleman stated that this 
was a joke, that it was not going to 
take place. Is that not right. 

Mr. KASICH. Let me suggest to the 
gentleman that, first of all, I did not 
use that word. Let me suggest to the 
gentleman this: When the gentleman 
goes uptown in North Carolina on a 
Saturday morning and he knows he is 
going to spend $5 to get a haircut-and 
I do not know what the gentleman pays 
for his, I do not know what the gen
tleman pays for his haircut-but $5 for 
a haircut and $5 for lunch, when he 
leaves his house, I do not think he puts 
$5 in one pocket and $5 in another 
pocket and thinks, "Gee, it is working 
out now." At the end of the day you 
have spent $10. That is the same $10. 

My comment was simply this: At the 
end of the day, come May, when we 
have our budget resolution, those sav
ings combined with what we did in the 
Budget Committee and entitlement 
savings pays for the package. 

Mr. HEFNER. Is the gentleman say
ing to me that the people of this House 
did not understand what they were 
doing the other day when they voted 
for that reduction? I do not think it is 
pay-go; I think it is Pogo. 

Mr. KASICH. I say to the gentleman, 
the amendment, the rescission bill ef
fects 1 year. Of course, the savings 
under the rescissions bill total $9 bil
lion. Guess what, we took that off the 
table. 
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Let me tell you one other thing: 
What we did in the Budget Committee 
was to lower the budget cap--

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman be granted 3 addi
tional minutes so I may ask him a 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. We are not operat
ing under the 5-minute rule. The time 
is controlled by the managers of the 
bill. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will be postponed. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. I did not understand that last 
maneuver. 

Mr. KOLBE. I think we skipped a 
step. 

PARLIAMENT ARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a parliamentary inquiry. · 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I did 

not understand that last maneuver. I 
thought we were getting ready to have 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The rule provides 
that the Chair may postpone requests 
for record votes until they are taken, 
several together, at a certain period of 
time. The Chair in tends to do that by 
title. 

What the Chair said was, pursuant to 
the rule, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will be post
poned. The Committee can order a re
corded vote at the appropriate time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Could the Chairman 
give us a little scenario as to when we 
may have that recorded vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will 
probably try to handle all of the 
amendments in title I at one time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. All of title I at one 
time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, could 
the gentleman give me any indication, 
will this be a 15-minute vote or a 5-
minute vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, all 
original postponed votes are 15-minute 
votes and all subsequent votes, if there 
is no intervening business occurring, 
will be 5-minute votes. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, pursu
ant to the rule, I offer amendments en 
bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendments en bloc. 

The text of the amendments en bloc 
is as follows: 

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. AR
CHER, printed as Nos. 2, 4, 6, 10, 12, 14, 16, 23, 
27, 28 and 29: 

Amendment No. 2, offered by Mr. TALENT: 
Page 6, after line 3, insert the following: 

SEC. 100. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 
It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) marriage is the foundation of a success

ful society; 
(2) marriage is an essential social institu

tion which promotes the interests of children 
and society at large; 

(3) the negative consequences of an out-of
wedlock birth on the child, the rriother, and 
society are well documented as follows: 

(A) the illegitimacy rate among black 
Americans was 26 percent in 1965, but today 
the rate is 68 percent and climbing; 

(B) the illegitimacy rate among white 
Americans has risen tenfold, from 2.29 per
cent in 1960 to 22 percent today; 

(C) the total of all out-of-wedlock births 
between 1970 and 1991 has risen from 10 per
cent to 30 percent and 1f the current trend 
continues, 50 percent of all births by the 
year 2015 will be out-of-wedlock; 

(D) % of illegitimate births among whites 
are to women with a high school education 
or less; 

(E) the 1-parent family is 6 times more 
likely to be poor than the 2-parent family; 

(F) children born into fam111es receiving 
welfare assistance are 3 times more likely 
than children not born into fam111es receiv
ing welfare to be on welfare when they reach 
adulthood; 

(G) teenage single parent mothering is the 
single biggest contributor to low birth 
weight babies; 

(D) children born out-of-wedlock are more 
likely to experience low verbal cognitive at
tainment, child abuse, and neglect; 

(I) young people from single parent or step
parent families are 2 to 3 times more likely 
to have emotional or behavioral problems 
than those from intact families; 

(J) young white women who were raised in 
a single parent family are more than twice 
as likely to have children out-of-wedlock and 
to become parents as teenagers, and almost 
twice as likely to have their marriages end 
in divorce, as are children from 2-parent 
families; 

(K) the younger the single parent mother, 
the less likely she is to finish high school; 

(L) young women who have children before 
finishing high school are more likely to re
ceive welfare assistance for a longer period 
of time; 

(M) between 1985 and 1990, the public cost 
of births to teenage mothers under the aid to 
families with dependent children program, 
the food stamp program, and the medicaid 
program has been estimated at 
Sl20,000,000,000; 

(N) the absence of a father in the life of a 
child has a negative effect on school per
formance and peer adjustment; 

(0) the likelihood that a young black man 
will engage in criminal activities doubles 1f 
he is raised without a father and triples if he 
lives in a neighborhood with a high con
centration of single parent families; and 

(P) the greater the incidence of single par
ent fam111es in a neighborhood, the higher 
the incidence of violent crime and burglary; 
and 

(4) in light of this demonstration of the cri
sis in our Nation, the reduction of out-of-
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wedlock births is an important government 
interest and the policy contained in provi
sions of this title address the crisis. 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 
Amendment No. 4, offered by Mr. HYDE: 
Page 8, line 15, strike "births", and insert 

"pregnancies." 
Page 8, strike lines 22-25. 
Page 14, line 18, strike "costs." and insert 

"costs. Not withstanding any other provi
sions of this act, a state to which a grant is 
made under section 403 may not use any part 
of the grant to provide medical services." 

Amendment No. 6, offered by Mr. TALENT: 
Page 22, strike the table that begins after 

line 2 and insert the following: 
The minimum 

"If the fiscal year is: participation rate is: 
1996 ......................................... 10 
1997 ········································· 15 
1998 ········································· 20 
1999 ····························· · ··········· 25 
2000 ········································· 27 
2001 ......... ................................ 29 

2002 ········································· 40 
2003 or thereafter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50. 

Amendment No. 10, offered by Mr. SMITH of 
Texas: 

Page 65, line 2, insert after the period: The 
Secretary may not require a state to alter 
its child protection law regarding determina
tion of the adequacy, type and timing of 
.health care (whether medical, non.:medical 
or spiritual). 

Amendment No. 12, offered by Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana: 

Page 85, after line 15, insert the following: 
SEC. 206. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

TIMELY ADOPTION OF CHILDREN. 
It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) too many children who wish to be 

adopted are spending inordinate amounts of 
time in foster care; 

(2) there is an urgent need for States to in
crease the number of waiting children being 
adopted in a timely and lawful manner; 

(3) States should allocate sufficient funds 
under this title for adoption assistance and 
medical assistance to encourage more fami
lies to adopt children who otherwise would 
languish in the foster care system for a pe
riod that many experts consider detrimental 
to their development; 

(4) when it is necessary for a State to re
move a child from the home of the child's bi
ological parents, the State should strive

(A) to provide the child with a single foster 
care placement and a single coordinated case 
team; and 

(B) to conclude an adoption of the child, 
when adoption is the goal of the child and 
the State, within one year of the child's 
placement in foster care; and 

(5) States should participate in local, re
gional, or national programs to enable maxi
mum visibility of waiting children to poten
tial parents. 

Amendment No. 14. Offered by Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM: 

Page 114, strike line 4, and insert the fol
lowing: 

"(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS WITH RE
SPECT TO ASSISTANCE FOR PREGNANT, 
POSTPARTUM, AND BREASTFEEDING WOMEN, 
INFANTS, AND CHILDREN.-

"(l) MINIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.-The 
State shall 

Page 114, after line 11, insert the following 
(and make appropriate conforming amend
ments): 

"(2) ASSISTANCE FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR DEPENDENTS.-The 
State shall ensure that assistance described 
in subsection (a)(l) is provided to members of 

the Armed Forces and dependents of such 
members (regardless of the State of resi
dence of such members or dependents) who 
meet the requirements of such subsection on 
an equitable basis with assistance provided 
to all other individuals under such sub
section in such State. 

"(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT WITH RE
SPECT TO CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE ON MILI
TARY INSTALLATIONS.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-To the extent consistent 
with the number of children who are receiv
ing assistance under child care programs es
tablished and carried out on military instal
lations in such State by the Department of 
Defense, the State, after timely and appro
priate consultation with representatives of 
such programs, shall provide assistance to 
such programs for such children (regardless 
of the State of residence of such children) in 
accordance with subsection (a)(3) on an equi
table basis with assistance provided in ac
cordance with such subsection to all other 
child care programs carried out in such 
State. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-ln providing assistance 
to a child care program established and car
ried out on a military installation under 
paragraph (1), a State shall not require that 
such program be licensed under State law if 
such program is licensed by the Department 
of Defense. 

Amendment No. 16, offered by Mr. GUNDER
SON: 

Page 116, beginning on line 19, strike "the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate" and 
insert "which can be reasonably required by 
the Secretary". 

Page 135, beginning on line 4, strike "the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate" and 
insert "which can be reasonably required by 
the Secretary". 

Amendment No. 23, offered by Mr. ROB
ERTS: 

Page 232, strike lines 23 and 24 and insert 
the following: 

"Section 15 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2024) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection:". 

Page 232, line 25, strike "(g)(l)" and insert 
"(h)(l)". 

Amendment No. 27, offered by Mr. ZIMMER: 
Page 37, line 11, strike "CONVICTED OF" 

and insert "FOUND TO HA VE" 
Page 37, line 12, strike "REPRESENTING" 

and insert "REPRESENTED". 
Page 37, line 12, strike "TO A WELFARE 

PROGRAM" and insert "IN ORDER TO OB
TAIN BENEFITS IN 2 OR MORE STATES" 
after "RESIDENCE". 

Page 37, line 13, 14 and 15, strike "A State 
to which a grant is made under section 403 
may not use any part of the grant to provide 
assistance to an individual" and insert "An 
individual shall not be considered an eligible 
individual for the purposes of this title" be
fore "during" on line 15. 

Page 37, line 16, insert "found by a State to 
have made, or is" after "is". 

Page 37, line 17, strike "of making" and in
sert "of having made,". 

Page 37, line 20, strike "under 2 or more" 
and insert "simultaneously from 2 or more 
States under". 

Page 37, line 21, insert '', title XIX, or the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977, or benefits in 2 or 
more States under the supplemental security 
income program under title XIV" before the 
period. 

Page 266, after line 15, insert the following: 

SEC. 606. DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS FOR 10 YEARS 
TO INDIVIDUALS FOUND TO HAVE 
FRAUDULENTLY MISREPRESENTED 
RESIDENCE IN ORDER TO OBTAIN 
BENEFITS SIMULTANEOUSLY IN 2 OR 
MORE STATES. 

Sec. 1614(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(5) An individual shall not be considered 
an eligible individual for purposes of this 
title during the 10-year period beginning on 
the date the individual is found by a State to 
have made, or is convicted in Federal or 
State court of having made, a fraudulent 
statement or representation with respect to 
the place of residence of the individual in 
order to receive benefits simultaneously 
from 2 or more States under programs that 
are funded under part A of title IV, title 
XIX, or the Food Stamp Act of 1977, or bene
fits in 2 or more States under the supple
mental security income program under title 
XVI." 

At the end of subtitle B of title V, insert 
the following (and make such technical and 
conforming changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 681. DENIAL OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR 

10 YEARS TO INDIVIDUALS FOUND 
TO HAVE FRAUDULENTLY MIS· 
REPRESENTED RESIDENCE IN 
ORDER TO OBTAIN BENEFITS SIMUL· 
TANEOUSLY IN 2 OR MORE STATES. 

Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(I) An individual shall be ineligible to 
participate in the food stamp program as a 
member of any household during the 10-year 
period beginning on the date the individual 
is found by a State to have made, or is con
victed in Federal or State court of having 
made, a fraudulent statement or representa
tion with respect to the place of residence of 
the individual in order to receive benefits si
multaneously from 2 or more States under 
the food stamp program or under programs 
that are funded under part A of title IV, title 
XIX, or benefits in 2 or more States under 
the supplemental security income program 
under title XVI." 

Amendment No. 28, offered by Mr. SHAW: 
Page 282, line 13, after the period insert the 

following: "The Secretary must agree that 
the system will not cost more nor take more 
time to establish than a centralized system. 
In addition, employers shall be given 1 loca
tion to which income withholding is sent.". 

Page 322, strike line 23 and all that follows 
through line 23 on page 323. 

Page 323, line 24, strike "(c)" and insert 
"(b)". 

Amendment offered by Ms. DUNN of Wash
ington: 

Page 307, line 4, strike "and". 
Page 307, line 8, strike "matter.'." and in

sert "matter; and". 
Page 307, after line 8, insert the following: 
"(C) any individual who has died be placed 

in the records relating to the death and be 
recorded on the death certificate.". 

MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENTS EN BLOC 
OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the modifications to the amend
ments en bloc. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modifications to the amendments en bloc 

offered by Mr. ARCHER: 
Amendment No. 4, as modified, offered by 

Mr. HYDE: (1) Page 8, line 15, strike "births". 
and insert "pregnancies." 

(2) Page 8, lines 24 and 25, strike "and 
health services". 
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(3) Page 14, line 18, strike " costs," and in

sert "costs. Not withstanding any other pro
vision of this act, a state to which a grant is 
made under section 403 may not use any part 
of the grant to provide medical services." 

Amendment No. 12, as modlfied, offered by 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana: Page 85, after line 15, 
insert the following: 
SEC. 20~. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

TIMELY ADOPTION OF CHILDREN. 
It ls the sense of the Congress that-
(1) too many children who wish to be 

adopted are spending inordinate amounts of 
time in foster care; 

(2) there is an urgent need for States to in
crease the number of waiting children being 
adopted in a timely and lawful manner. 

(3) Studies have shown that States spend 
an excess of $15,000 each year on each special 
needs child in foster care, and would save 
sign1f1cant amounts of money if they offered 
incentives to families to ad.opt special needs 
children; 

(4) States should allocate sufficient funds 
under this title for adoption assistance and 
medical assistance to encourage more fami
lies to adopt children who otherwise would 
languish in the foster care system for a pe
riod that many experts consider detrimental 
to their development; 

(5) State should offer incentives for fami
lies that adopt special needs children to 
make adoption more affordable for middle
class fam111es; 

(6) when it is necessary for a State to re
move a child from the home of the child's bi
ological parents, the State should strive

(A) to provide the child with a single foster 
care placement and a single coordinated case 
team; and 

(B) to conclude an adoption of the child, 
when adoption is the goal of the child and 
the State, within one year of the child's 
placement in foster c:;i.re; and 

(7) States should participate in local, re
gional, or national programs to enable maxi
mum visibility of waiting children to poten
tial parents. Such programs should include a 
nationwide, interactive computer network to 
disseminate information on children eligible 
for adoption to help match them with fami
lies around the country. 

D 1530 
Mr. ARCHER (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments, as modified, 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARCHER] will be recognized for 10 min
utes, and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS] will be recognized for 10 
minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, if I might make a parliamentary 
inquiry of the Chair? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Could the 
Chair inform us? 

As I understand it, there are some 10 
amendments that are going to be of
fered en bloc. 

Mr. ARCHER. That is correct, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, is the debate time going to be ex
panded since it is now covering-is 
there just going to be 10 minutes a 
side? Could we do 20 minutes a side? 

I mean these amendments--
The CHAIRMAN. The debate time 

under the rule is 10 minutes on each 
side, and each manager has the right to 
ask unanimous consent--

Mr. MILLER of California. So we 
have 10 amendments? 

The CHAIRMAN. Actually 11 amend
ments. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Eleven 
amendments. A further parliamentary 
inquiry: 

As I understood the rule, originally 
those amendments could have been 
brought up for 20 minutes of debate on 
each amendment. , 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER of California. And now 

those 11 amendments have been col
lapsed into one en bloc amendment, 
and the debate time is only going to be 
10 minutes a side? 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the same 
rule. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, can we ask 
unanimous consent that we have 1 
hour, to be divided equally on both 
sides of the aisle, to debate the 11 
amendments? I ask unanimous con
sent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Such a request 
could be entertained under the rule and 
precedents. The Chair will entertain 
that request. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
FORD] asks unanimous consent that 
the debate time for the 11 en bloc 
amendments be 30 minutes for each 
side. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Tennessee? 

Mr. ARCHER. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, this runs con
trary to the rule as passed by the 
House, and we are trying to expedite 
this debate. These amendments are all 
relatively noncontroversial. The re
quest has been made by each Member 
that they be included en bloc, and I 
must object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas has that right. 

The unanimous consent request of 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
FORD] is objected to. 

Objection is heard. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time is con
trolled on both sides by the managers 
of the bill, and one of them must give 
the gentleman time to do that. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that this debate be 
equally divided and we have an hour 
and a half on these 10 amendments. I 
do not even know what the amend
ments are. This comes as such a bolt 

out of the blue. It is a gag, and I ask 
unanimous consent that we have an 
our and a half. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not 
going to recognize that unanimous con
sent request. The original unanimous 
consent request for 1 hour has already 
been objected to, and it strikes the 
Chair they will continue to be objected 
to. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Can I ask for less than 
an hour, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
propound a request. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I am sorry? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 

propound a request. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent for 59 minutes, to 
be equally divided--

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent for 58 minutes. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ob

ject. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

for 57 minutes. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ob

ject. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

for 56 minutes. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ob

ject. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has made 
his point, that he disapproves of the 
time frame. The gentleman from Mis
souri has appropriately objected. 

Objection is heard. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
said we had time constraints. Could 
someone tell me what the legislative 
calendar is for next week, because my 
understanding is that we have a very 
light schedule for next week and that, 
in fact, we could have this bill go over, 
and we have plenty of empty days for 
next week. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re
spond to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK] that that is not 
an appropriate parliamentary inquiry, 
and at its appropriate time the major
ity leader will be discussing the sched
ule for next week. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for 57 minutes and 49 seconds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for 57 minutes and 49 seconds of time to 
be equally divided. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has not 
been recognized. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned, these 

amendments were asked to be included 
en bloc by the colleagues involved. The 
following items are included as num
bered in the report of the Committee 
on Rules: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] to 
express a sense of Congress regarding 
marriage and the negative con
sequences of out-of-wedlock births; 
amendment No. 6 offered by the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] to 
increase mandatory work participation 
rates; amendment No. 4, as modified, 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] to clarify that States can
not use Federal dollars to pay for cer
tain types of medical services to reduce 
the incidents of out-of-wedlock births; 
amendment No. 10 offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH] to give 
States flexibility in defining child 
abuse and neglect as it applies to 
health care; amendment No. 12, as 
modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] to express a 
sense of Congress that States should 
promote adoption; amendment No. 14 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] to require nutri
tion block grants to be equitably dis
tributed to members of the Armed 
Forces; amendment No. 16 offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON] to limit the Secretary of 
Agriculture's authority to request cer
tain information; amendment No. 23 of
fered by the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. ROBERTS] to add criminal forfeit
ure penalties for violators of the Food 
Stamp Act; amendment No. 27 offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ZIMMER] to clarify the penal ties 
that apply in certain cases of welfare 
fraud; amendment No. 28 offered by the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] to 
broaden the Secretary's waiver powers 
and to restrict the provisions under 
which States can establish county dis
bursement units in the child support 
program, and amendment No. 29 offered 
by the gentlewoman from Washington 
[Ms. DUNN] to require the Social Secu
rity number of the deceased to appear 
on death certificates. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Washington [Ms. 
DUNN]. 

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair
man, when I hear the phrase "cruelty 
to children" I think of the cruelty that 
has been perpetuated within the cur
rent welfare system in the form of the 
$34 billion owed to children whose 
deadbeat parents could keep them off 
welfare but are not willing to pay up. 
The Republican welfare bill under de
bate requires that States list the So
cial Security numbers of applicants for 
a number of licenses in order to find 

these deadbeat parents. My amendment 
simply adds a provision requiring the 
Social Security number of the de
ceased, that it be added to the above 
list. As my colleagues know, Social Se
curity numbers will be used in tracking 
down deadbeat parents. 

Mr. Chairman, after the conclusion of 
our committee hearings, a case was 
brought to my attention where a 
woman had received $25,000 in delin
quent funds from the estate of her de
ceased former husband who had gone 
into hiding years earlier, and only 
through luck did she learn of his es
tate. This amendment would take the 
luck out of it, Mr. Chairman. I urge the 
support of my colleagues. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the most out
rageous procedure that I have ever seen 
in 32 years here in the House of Rep
resentatives. There were 31 amend
ments made in order by the rule, each 
amendment to have 20 minutes of de
bate. The chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means collapsed all that 
20 minutes of time on each amendment 
down to one 20 minutes of time. We 
cannot even find out what amendments 
are in this en bloc amendment. 

This is outrageous, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield P/2 minutes to 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, as my colleagues know, this 
is not just a question of rules and regu
lations in the Congress. Behind these 
amendments that have been offered en 
bloc, that are senses of the Congress, 
are very evil, mean-spirited cuts that 
are hidden by these sense-of-the-Con
gress resolutions that are going to be 
combined in this en bloc amendment. 
Specifically the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MATSUI] and I offered an 
amendment before the Committee on 
Rules to try and restore $2.7 billion 
worth of cuts in the foster care and 
adoptive services programs of this 
country, $2.7 billion to help 450,000 kids 
in this country. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The CHAIRMAN. That motion is not 
in order. The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] has the floor. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. A motion to ad
journ, Mr. Chairman, is always in 
order. It is always a privileged motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Not in the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] may continue. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
yield 5 seconds to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, since 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
yielded 5 seconds to me, I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is 
under recognition. 

Mr. LAFALCE. He yielded to me, Mr. 
Chairman, and I have now moved to 
rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] 
must yield for that purpose. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 188, noes 242, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 

[Roll No. 256) 
AYES-188 

Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson. E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy <RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
M1ller (CA) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 

Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sislsky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor CMS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
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Volkmer Waxman Wyden 
Ward W1lliams Wynn 
Waters Wise Yates 
Watt (NC) Woolsey 

NOES-242 

Allard Gallegly Myrick 
Archer Ganske Nethercutt 
Armey Gekas Neumann 
Bachus Geren Ney 
Baker (CA) Gllchrest Norwood 
Baker (LA) G1llmor Nussle 
Ballenger G1lman Oxley 
Barr Goodlatte Packard 
Barrett (NE) Goodling Paxon 
Bartlett Gordon Payne (VA) 
Barton Goss Petri 
Bass Graham Pombo 
Bateman Greenwood Porter 
Bereuter Gunderson Portman 
B1lbray Gutknecht Pryce 
B1Urakis Hancock Qu111en 
Bl1ley Hansen Quinn 
Blute Hastert Radanovich 
Boehlert Hastings (WA) Ramstad 
Boehner Hayes Regula 
Bon1lla Hayworth Riggs 
Bono Hefley Roberts 
Brown back Heineman Rogers 
Bryant (TN) Herger Rohrabacher 
Bunn H1lleary Ros-Lehtinen 
Bunning Hobson Roth 
Burr Hoekstra Roukema 
Burton Hoke Royce 
Buyer Horn Salmon 
Callahan Hostettler Sanford 
Calvert Houghton Saxton 
Camp Hunter Scarborough 
Canady Hutchinson Schaefer 
Castle Hyde Schiff 
Chabot Inglis Seastrand 
Chambllss Is took Sensenbrenner 
Chenoweth Jacobs Shad egg 
Christensen Johnson (CT) Shaw 
Chrysler Johnson, Sam Shays 
Clinger Jones Shuster 
Coble Kasi ch Skeen 
Coburn Kelly Smith (MI) 
Collins (GA) Kim Smith (NJ) 
Combest King Sm!th(TX) 
Cooley Kingston Smith (WA) 
Cox Klug Solomon 
Crane Knollenberg Souder 
Crapo Kolbe Spence 
Cremeans LaHood Stearns 
Cub!n Largent Stockman 
Cunningham Latham Stump 
Davis LaTourette Talent 
De Fazio Lazio Tate 
De Lay Leach Tauzin 
D!az-Balart Lewis (CA) Taylor (NC) 
Dickey Lewis (KY) Thomas 
Doolittle Lightfoot Thornberry 
Dornan Linder T!ahrt 
Doyle Livingston Torklldsen 
Dreier LoB!ondo Torr1cell1 
Duncan Longley Traftcant 
Dunn Lucas Upton 
Ehlers Manzullo Vucanov!ch 
Ehrlich Martin! Waldholtz 
Emerson McColl um Walker 
English McCrery Walsh 
Ensign Mc Dade Wamp 
Everett McHugh Watts (OK) 
Ewing Mcinn!s Weldon (FL) 
Fawell Mcintosh Weldon (PA) 
Fields (TX) McKeon Weller 
Flanagan Menendez White 
Foley Metcalf Whitfield 
Forbes Meyers Wicker 
Fowler Mfume Wllson 
Fox Mica Wolf 
Franks (CT) M1ller (FL) Young (AK) 
Franks (NJ) Molinar! Young (FL) 
Frelinghuysen Moorhead Zellff 
Fr!sa Morella Zimmer 
Funderburk Myers 

NOT VOTING-4 
Browder Meek 
Edwards Minge 

D 1600 
Mr. JEFFERSON changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
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So the motion to rise was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. GIBBONS. You all sit down and 

shut up. Sit down and shut up. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will 

be in order. 
Mr. GIBBONS. That is what I am 

asking for, regular order. Sit down and 
shut up. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is entirely out of order. 
The gentleman will suspend. 

The Committee will be in order. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

time, and I want to use the time. 
The CHAIRMAN. Will those Members 

in the aisles please repair to the cloak
room. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
time, and I want to use the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman 
from Florida please suspend until the 
Chair obtains order in the Chamber. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, is 
petulance a proper form of behavior for 
a Member of Congress? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I will be as petulant 
as I want to be. The American people 
ought to know what is going on. 

The CHAIRMAN. All Members will be 
in order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, inas
much as I am not comfortable with the 
amount of time that was given in ad
vance to the minority about this en 
bloc amendment, I ask unanimous con
sent that the time for debate on this 
amendment be extended an additional 
30 minutes, 15 minutes on each side; 
coupled with the 10 minutes on each 
side and the motion to strike for an 
extra 5 that will give 30 minutes to 
each side. I ask unanimous consent for 
that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, I am the second 
ranking Member of this House. I have 
been here longer than any other person 
except one Member. 

This procedure that is being used on 
this outrageous piece of legislation is 
the most unusual, outrageous maneu
ver I have ever seen. 

Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, had these amendments not been 
handled like they are being handled by 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the House of Rep
resentatives would have 3112 hours of 
debate on these amendments, 3112 liours. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER] collapsed our 31h hours down to 

10 minutes on each side for a whole 
group of amendments that I have yet 
to figure out what is in them. 

There are 31 amendments before the 
House. I do not know nor do I think 
any Member on this side of the aisle 
knows what is in the en bloc amend
ments, as the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER] has put them forward. 

Now, I have said that this is a mean 
bill. It is mean to children. 

Boo if you want to. Boo if you want 
to. Make asses out of yourselves for the 
American people. Let them boo, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, this is a cruel, mean bill to 
children. It takes $70 billion, reserving 
the right to object, it takes $70 billion 
from children. 

The CHAIRMAN. Regular order has 
been ordered for every Member of the 
Chamber. 

Let the Chair just say that the gen
tleman from Florida, under his reserva
tion with respect to the unanimous 
consent request, is going rather far 
afield in discussing the bill, but the 
Chair is going to be as lenient as he 
can be and let him discuss his reserva
tion. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I demand regular 
order. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I have the floor, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Once regular order 
has been demanded, the gentleman 
may not continue to reserve. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman--

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
not reserve the right to object. He lost 
the right to object when regular order 
was demanded. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I think I have estab
lished the point, Mr. Chairman, that 
we are proceeding on a cruel bill in an 
unusual manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdrawn my res
ervation of objection because I do not 
want to be an obstructionist. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the unanimous-consent request is 
granted. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARCHER]. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am not 
sure this is the greatest time to talk 
about anything, but I have an amend
ment that is designed solely to ensure 
that the funds in this block grant pro
gram do not get spent for abortions. 
That is simply what it does. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding so we 
may engage in a brief colloquy. 
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An essential purpose of this bill is to 

reduce out-of-wedlock, unintended, and 
teenage pregnancies. Clearly the strat
egy to help us reach this goal is to en
sure that poor families have access to 
family planning services. The gentle
man's amendment states that " not
withstanding any other provision of 
this Act, a State to which a grant is 
made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide 'medi
cal services.' '' 

I was concerned that the gentleman's 
amendment might be interpreted to 
mean that grant funds could not be 
used to provide family planning serv
ices. But the gentleman has assured me 
in conversations both yesterday after
noon and early this morning that it is 
not his intent to prohibit the States 
from using the block grant funds for 
family planning services. 

I hope the gentleman could assure me 
for the RECORD here, assure the House 
for the RECORD, as he did in our per
sonal conversations, that his amend
ment will still permit States to use 
temporary assistant block grant funds 
for prepregnancy-related services. 

Mr. HYDE. The gentleman is exactly 
correct. My amendment is to prevent 
any funds under this legislation to pay 
for abortions, whether surgical, drug
induced, or otherwise. But in no way is 
it intended to interfere with access to 
prepregnancy-related services. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I recog
nize that the chairman of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means has said that 
all of these prov1s10ns are non
controversial , but the one line that I 
have that describes the gentleman's 
amendment says that it ensures that 
no funds under the bill can be used for 
medical services and not for abortion. 

Is this wrong, what is being cir
culated around? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. The gentleman has to in
terpret medical services. If he would 
check with the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN]--

Mr. RANGEL. Medical services mean 
abortion. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, we want
ed to make sure that it does not mean 
abortion. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, why is 
the gentleman circulating this around? 

Mr. HYDE. I did not circulate any
thing, Mr. RANGEL. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr . KEN
NEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman 
for allowing me to continue after I so 
rudely interrupted myself my last time 
up here. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] for the 
time and for the effort that he has 
made in making this bill at least be 
heard by the American people. I notice 
time and time again the Republicans 
seem to object to strongly when any
body brings up the fact that this bill is 
mean spirited toward the children of 
this country. 

Let me just explain exactly how it is 
mean spirited to the children of this 
country. You cut in this bill $2.7 billion 
out of a program that provides foster 
care and adoptive services for the poor
est kids of this country, for sexually
abused kids, for children that come out 
of families where they are being beat
en, and you do nothing to provide those 
services in any other way. You are 
going to sentence those innocent chil
dren to going back in to the very fami
lies that are abusing them. There is no 
comment, there is no substitution. 

It is cold-blooded and mean spirited. 
And you ought to recognize what hap
pens. 

Sure, we have an amendment that is 
supposedly noncontroversial that says 
that we want to provide adoption care 
services and it is the sense of the Con
gress that States ought to get $15,000 to 
people to give to adopted children. 

D 1615 

That is wonderful. However, it does 
not deal with the fact that the kids 
themselves that are in these foster care 
situations are in desperate need of fos
ter care. The gentleman from Georgia 
[NEWT GINGRICH] walks around talking 
about orphanages. Orphanages cost 
seven times more money than foster 
care, yet this bill will send kids into 
orphanages and take them out of foster 
care. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair
man, that we have a serious problem in 
this country. There are a number of 
children that are at risk. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just 
make the final point. There are 3.5 mil
lion children abused in this country 
every year. There are only 450,000 fos
ter care slots, and they are cutting 
them. It is on their conscience that 
this bill hurts the poor and hurts the 
kids of America. That is why we are 
upset. That is why the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] is angry. That is 
why we want to change this bill. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, one of my colleagues earlier 
in the afternoon said this ought to be a 
debate about fact, and that we should 
not let rhetoric obscure reality. I rise 
to say that what my colleague, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 

KENNEDY], just said about the funding 
in the child protection block grant is 
simply not accurate. That block grant 
goes up to guarantee that every single 
child predicted to come into the sys
tem will have dollars waiting for him 
for placement. 

We have guaranteed that airtight, 
and CBO figures have always been high. 

Furthermore, we have gone a step 
further. We have not kept that money 
segregated. We do not say "You only 
get that money if you take that child 
out of the home." We say "You get 
that money, and you can use it to pre
serve families, to prevent out-of-home 
placement, but if you need to place the 
child out of home, you will have the re
sources to do so." 

I just want to point out that over the 
years of this bill that account goes 
from $3.9 billion to over $5.5 billion, an 
increase of $1.6 billion over 5 years, or 
an increase of 25 percent. This is not 
mean-spirited. 

There are 22 States that are under 
court order because their programs are 
so lousy, so there is not anyone that 
testified before my subcommittee when 
we had the oversight hearing on the 
child protective services section, that 
maintained that this was a system that 
was working. 

The gentleman may differ with the 
solution of putting these funds in a 
block grant, but I can go through in 
line and detail why this section of the 
bill is far more tightly governed than 
any other section of the bill, and why I 
think it will work. But to say that it 
cuts funding for children for foster care 
is simply false. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] and the 
gentle.man from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] 
control the time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield . 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, if chil
dren were not being hurt, I would think 
this is the best political thing that 
could happen to the Democrats, to 
really expose what is going on here, 
where we take 10 of these amendments, 
and each time someone stands up and 
asks "What does it mean," then the 
gentleman's time has expired. 

We have all of these amendments 
that Democrats have put in to really 
guarantee something for the children, 
and the gentlewoman knows that there 
is no guarantee here except to the Gov
ernors. Everything that is in this bill 
guarantees the Governors that they get 
the package on the block grant, and 
there is nothing that is guaranteed to 
the child, because the entitlements are 
shattered which we had before. 

Take a look at some of these great 
things in this en bloc amendment. The 
first one is here, by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT], where he 
says "Every problem the United States 
of America has in crime, in welfare, in 
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poverty, in drugs, is due to the fact 
that we have a single parent." What is 
this? A sense of the Congress? 

Then we have a gentleman that 
comes here from Illinois and he has 
language circulated in all of the docu
ments which says that "403 of the bill 
is to ensure that no funds under the 
bill can be used for medical services.'' 
The chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means said this is not con
troversial, but the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE] claims it only means 
to stop abortions. 

Then we have another provision, that 
deadbeat dads who die are still liable 
under the bill. This is very important. 

Another provision provides that if 
you are a fugitive of justice you are de
nied welfare. Give me a break. 

What we should have is debates on 
the good parts of the bill, which say 
this: "We want people to work." We 
ask that our Members, what, give them 
the training, give them the oppor
tunity, and put them to work. If there 
is no job available to them, do not 
make that child suffer. 

We ask Members to take a look at 
the 18-year-old, and we say if she made 
a mistake, do not punish the child. 
Make certain that she lives with adult 
supervision, that she gets training, 
that she gets a job, but no, they say 
that they have a better way to do it be
cause we did not do it right. 

Mr. Chairman, all we are asking is 
this. They have the votes. They know 
darned well that the substance is not 
on their side. The whole world now 
looks at this bill and they know now 
what the other side are really trying to 
do. That is to get the Federal Govern
ment out of caring, to get them out. of 
education. They are going to abolish 
the whole department, to get them out 
of welfare, to get them out of Medicaid. 
All of the problems of the poor their 
leadership said should be handled by 
orphanages and by the private sector 
and by charities. 

All we are saying is one thing: Give 
us a chance to debate these things. Do 
not shove it down the American peo
ple's throat. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
bring attention to one amendment in
cluded in the en bloc amendments that 
I believe even the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL] will find agreeable. 
It clarifies and expands the language 
that was adopted in the Committee on 
Ways and Means, to make it clear that 
if anyone simultaneously collects wel
fare payments in two separate States, 
that person will be prohibited from col
lecting means-tested welfare payments 
for ten years thereafter. 

This is a serious problem. It is a na
tional problem. It came to light in my 

area when it was discovered that peo
ple were jumping the turnstiles for the 
trains connecting New York and New 
Jersey. They were found to have dual 
identifications. They were collecting 
welfare in New Jersey, going to New 
York, establishing themselves as home
less in New York, and collecting bene
fits from both States. 

Obviously. this is ripping off the sys
tem. It is taking money that should go 
to the needy and should go to those 
who are deserving. This amendment ex
tends the 10-year prohibition to all 
needs-tested programs. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY], and I ask unanimous 
consent that he may be allowed to con
trol that time and to yield time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
by Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, let me say that this is 

one of the worst gag rules that I have 
seen in my 27 years here. A great Su
preme Court Justice once said that 
shouting to the top of your voice in a 
telephone booth is not exercising free 
speech. Limiting speech to 30 minutes 
to discuss measures affecting the lives 
of millions of people is not full and free 
debate. It is a charade, a sham, a dis
grace. 

The reason Republicans want to limit 
debate on this issue is because they 
know that they are not telling the 
truth. They get incensed every time 
somebody mentions Nazi Germany in 
relation to what they want to do to 
poor people in this country. Let me 
say, Hitler had a minister of propa
ganda that said "Tell a lie, tell it big 
enough, tell if often enough, and it will 
become the truth." 

Yes, they get incensed, because they 
are telling the biggest lie in the world, 
that they are going to help poor kids, 
that they are going to help mothers, 
pregnant mothers. What they are say
ing is that they are going to block 
grant this money, reduce the amount 
of it, give it to the Governors. It is a 
big conduit for passing money on to 
Governors with no responsibility, no 
strings attached. 

I say they ought to be ashamed, and 
they ought to go back into history and 
look and see if it is close to what Ad
olph Hitler did to people in that coun
try. 

Let me say, if their level of frustra
tion is such that they think that all of 
the problems of this country depend on 
what is happening in welfare, and if 
this does not work, if their frustration 
stays there, what is next? Castration? 
Sterilization? After that, I hate to say 
what is next, if they continue to be as 
frustrated as they are today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. 
MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as I understood the 
debate on the rules, there was an in
tent on the part of the majority to per
mit extensive debate on the amend
ments that had been agreed to for dis
cussion, so it comes as a great shock to 
me that out of 26 amendments that the 
majority is to offer, nearly a third were 
put together in an en bloc amendment 
without even the Members of the com
mittees affected by this consolidation 
having been consulted, and even know
ing what it was all about. 

There is one amendment that I want 
to address attention to, particularly, 
that is included in this en bloc amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. It has to 
do with an amendment which attempts 
to set aside specific monies for children 
going to child care facilities under the 
Defense Department on military instal
lations, as somehow carving out a pref
erential category for child care food 
programs for these youngsters on mili
tary bases. 

I would like the House to know that 
what happened in the bill that is com
ing up to the floor for consideration is 
that the block grants for all of the 
children of America in child care facili
ties, outside of school programs, have 
no guarantee whatsoever for any par
ticipation in any food or nutrition pro
gram whatsoever, so it is a real farce. 

Talk about setting aside money spe
cially for military children, obviously 
we want to see that they are fed in the 
child care programs, but the very heart 
of the legislation that we are dealing 
with in terms of nutrition carves out 
that guarantee for children in child 
care programs that are not in a school 
situation, so I think that putting this 
into an en block situation, not allow
ing us time to fully debate it, really 
makes it impossible for the Members of 
this House to understand the cruelty of 
the Republican bill and how it is kill
ing child care nutrition programs out
side of the school. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it has become very 
clear that the Republicans do not want 
a debate or a discussion on this bill be
cause they understand how quickly and 
clearly the American public is coming 
to understand what they are doing, 
how terribly mean they are being to 
children of this Nation. This goes far 
beyond pregnant women and young 
children. This goes to disabled chil
dren, to abused children. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] was absolutely right. 
The block grants here for Federal pro
tection of children, abused children, 



8774 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
are greatly diminished, and those chil
dren are placed at risk. There is no 
guarantee of that funding being there. 

If Members read the letter they re
ceived from the American Bar Associa
tion, it simply states that we are now 
taking the most vulnerable children in 
this Nation, that now have the Federal 
protection, where we have gone into 
the court, and we have over 20 States 
who now have their foster care systems 
run by the courts because the States 
have refused to administer the system 
for the protection of these children. 

Those are the States that the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN
SON] wants to give more say to, fewer 
protections for these children. Those 
are the very States that the gentle
woman wants to give these children 
back to. 

Those States, like the District of Co
lumbia, they cannot find their chil
dren. States like New York, they can
not find their children. Why? Because 
they refuse to comply with the law. It 
is not the Federal law, it is the law 
they refuse to comply with, so now we 
are going to take these States with a 
history of abusing these children. 

We have all been treated to the head
lines of children being killed, maimed, 
sexually abused, scalded, burned, axed 
up, all of this? Why? Because they have 
some notion that the States can do it 
better, the very same States that are 
constantly in court for failing to pro
tect the most vulnerable citizens. 

That is why they do not want to dis
cuss this amendment. That is why they 
gave away the debate time. That is 
why they put these amendments into a 
block grant, because they refuse to dis
cuss what this bill does, far beyond the 
question of mothers on welfare: what it 
does to disabled children, what it does 
to abused children, what it does to 
children in child care, all of which has 
nothing to do with welfare reform as 
the American people understand it. 

No wonder they are trying to hide 
the facts from the American public. No 
wonder they refuse to debate this bill. 
No wonder they do not want to talk 
about this bill. No wonder they do not 
want to deal with it on an up-and-com
ing basis. 

D 1630 
This was supposed to be one of the 

most important parts of the contract. 
Yet when it came to the most impor
tant part of the contract, you chose to 
close down the debate. You just contin
ued to close down debate. I don't get it. 

You said you wanted open rules, you 
said you wanted free debate, and now 
you are closing it down because you 
don't want America to find out what 
you are doing to the children of this 
Nation. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it does no credit to 
this House that the tone of the debate 

has been what it has been so far. Extra 
time was asked for and was granted on 
the en bloc amendment. 

The amendments, themselves, all of 
which are in the en bloc amendment, 
were printed and made available to ev
eryone last week. This is not a new set 
of amendments. The only thing that 
was not made public far in advance was 
that 11 of these would be included in 
one amendment. There is nothing un
usual about that. 

But it is sad to me that the minority 
has taken over half of the time that 
they said they needed to discuss these 
amendments to talk about what should 
have belonged in a discussion on the 
rule or a discussion in general debate 
and it is not even related to what is in 
these en bloc amendments. They are 
free to use their time in whatever way 
they wish. But debate would be better 
served by talking about the amend
ments that are here en bloc. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding me the time. 

I know the gentlewoman from Hawaii 
did not want to mischaracterize what 
the gentleman from California is doing 
with his amendment. I know she wants 
it to be exactly as it is. 

It does not carve out anything. What 
it says is, "on an equitable basis with 
assistance provided in accordance with 
such subsection to all other child care 
programs carried out in such State." It 
does not carve out anything special. It 
merely says "on an equitable basis." 

I am sure everybody would want that 
to happen. Just because children are in 
one State, because they are in the mili
tary, they should not be penalized be
cause they are in that State but it may 
not be the State of their normal resi
dence, but that is where they are sta
tioned at the present time. 

What the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is merely saying is 
that it should be handled on an equi
table basis with assistance provided in 
accordance with such subsection to all 
other child care programs carried out 
by the State. 

I think that is pretty plain and does 
not carve out anything particularly. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, we 
have 2 programs that we are using 
right now that work very well. One 
promotes the adoption of special needs 
children. These are children that have 
physical or emotional difficulties and 
it is very hard when they are up for 
adoption to find a home for them. This 
program finds a loving home for these 
children. 

The second program is adoption as
sistance and it helps a family cope with 
the additional costs associated with 
problems with children having to find a 

permanent home and parents who want 
to adopt them can afford it and this 
program helps them afford adoption. 

This program also works. These two 
programs are rolled into a block grant 
that cuts child welfare funding by $2.6 
billion over 5 years. 

What happened today? We had these 
amendments put en bloc and one of the 
amendments, amendment 12 says, "It 
is the sense of Congress.'' 

We all know a sense of Congress is 
only worth this paper, a sense of Con
gress to strongly urge States to allow 
sufficient funds under the Child Protec
tion Act. 

What is happening here is these good 
programs are being rolled in with other 
programs. It is a block grant. As people 
well know, it is not only a block grant 
back to the Governor, before it goes 
back to the Governor, it goes to the 
Committee on Appropriations and has 
to compete with every other program 
such as veterans programs and elderly 
programs. 

Therefore, we cannot promise any
thing under this situation. A sense of 
the Congress does not promise. We get
ting rid of these programs means chil
dren who need homes will not get 
them. I really wish this could be taken 
out of this bill. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. WARD]. 

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I have 
heard speakers before me talk about 
being here for 20 and 25 years. I have 
been here just 2 months. But I came 
from a State legislature where we took 
the time to debate these kinds of is
sues. 

I have heard the majority say that 
they are frustrated that we Democrats 
are raising our voices, that we Demo
crats are saying that this is an injus
tice. 

You know why we are doing it? Be
cause we are not being given the time 
truly to debate each of these amend
ments. 

Real quickly, let's just tell the Amer
ican people something. When the Re
publican Contract With America sign
ers get up and say they are not putting 
children at risk, just remember, these 
block grants. It does not make sense to 
people in the real world what a block 
grant is. A block grant is saying that 
there is no entitlement for children to 
eat or to be cared for by society. 

I think while we need to deal with 
entitlements, we need to remember 
there is an entitlement for children in 
this country. It is not to be block
granted. It cannot be given 4 percent a 
year and told to go away. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this has I think got
ten to be one of the most bizarre de
bates that I have ever heard. 

The other side raised all kinds of 
points that we did not have enough 
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time on this amendment. I do not 
think that they have spent 2 minutes 
of the time on this particular amend
ment. They are going back and trying 
to disturb the whole issue. I think that 
it is important that this committee re
alize that under the 40 years of stew
ardship of the Democrats, nothing hap
pened. 

I would hope that it is not the moti
vation right now or the objective of the 
minority to disrupt the process so that 
we cannot go ahead with welfare re
form. This is desperately needed. 

I believe and I hope that the commit
tee will focus on let's get a bill out. If 
they want the Deal bill, let's get into a 
regular order and let's go forward. 
Let's bring dignity back to the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TAL
ENT]. 

Mr. TALENT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, what this debate is re
vealing is the fundamental underlying 
difference of visions about what we 
need to do in this country to care for 
the poor. 

Let me just say very briefly before I 
talk about my two amendments in the 
en bloc, 30 years ago, the Federal Gov
ernment basically preempted the field 
of welfare. Took it over. In doing that 
conditioned the receipt of assistance on 
people doing things which undermined 
the values that are necessary to lift 
people out of poverty. Conditioned as
sistance on people first and foremost 
having a child without being married. 
Punished people if they worked, be
cause the size and the incentives in the 
welfare package became such that it . 
was more attractive financially. It was 
rational in the short term for people 
not to work and to receive welfare. 

These facts, I do not think, are dis
puted. Everybody has said. The Presi
dent has said these things. The Federal 
Government progressively took over 
control. Took the welfare system in a 
lock grip and has maintained it ever 
since. 

As a result, Mr. Chairman, poverty 
has not gone down in the last 30 years. 
It was declining for the 20 years before 
then. It has gone up slightly. That is 
not for want of the taxpayers trying. 
We have spent, depending on how you 
define welfare, at least trillions of dol
lars on welfare. It is not owing to a 
lack of generosity in the American 
people of either party. It is owing to a 
system that is at the same time as it is 
trying to give people material weal th 
and lift them out of poverty, is luring 
them into a kind of spiritual poverty 
by destroying their families and their 
incentives to work. That is what this 
bill is designed to change. I think ev
erybody here wants to do that. 

Let's take the en bloc amendments 
we are talking about as far as illegit
imacy is concerned. Yes, I put an 
amendment in here which is on the en 

bloc, it is a sense of Congress, it says 
the out-of-wedlock birth rate is one out 
of three and that is leading to an awful 
lot of terrible social pathologies, drug 
use, alienation crime. 

We cannot do anything about that 
unless we reduce the out-of-wedlock 
birth rate. I do not know a sociologist 
who disagrees with it. 

I have an amendment in here which 
increase work participation require
ments. But the bill is focused on people 
who are closest to employability, two
parent AFDC families, single parents 
with kids school age or older. If you 
are able-bodied and your child is at 
school or you have another parent at 
home, there is no reason you cannot 
work. That is not punitive. That is 
good for you. If you work, you will be 
able to get off the welfare rolls. That is 
good. 

The other thing the bill does broadly 
is it takes control away from the Fed
eral Government and returns it, not to 
the States but closer to the people of 
the United States. That is what the bill 
expresses trust in. It says the people of 
the United States if they have control 
over this system will do a much better 
job of providing for the needy amongst 
them than the Federal Government has 
done. 

It is a conflict in visions here. I un
derstand people who sincerely, deeply 
believe in the existing system, but it is 
not working. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. The gentleman from 
Misouri [Mr. TALENT] said all of these 
problems that society is facing is be
cause the children are born out of wed
lock. 

You describe it a crime, that drugs, 
that poverty is all due to this. But it 
could very easily be said that it is pov
erty that has driven the very same 
things that you are talking about. 

It is so unfair for you to pick one of 
these things, and you are right. You 
are right, that these things are all 
there together. But if a person was 
working, they would not be making the 
babies. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. DEAL], who has spent hours 
and hours and hours and hours working 
on this subject. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the time. 

I would like to commend the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] for 
one of his amendments that is a part of 
en bloc, and, that is, the criticism that 
we have raised about the original Re
publican bill and, that is, that it was 
weak on work. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] does raise those 
percentages. In the process he has 
caused me to have to amend my chart, 
but I have done so rather hastily and I 
think I reflect the changes in the per-

centages that his amendment address
es. 

It increases, as you will see, over the 
time period a cumulative increase of 52 
percent from the original percentage in 
the work program as contained in the 
original bill. 

However, during that same time pe
riod, I would point out that there is 
only one of those years in which they 
exceed the percentages that are in
cluded in the Deal substitute. 

But I think it does raise some very 
legitimate questions. First of all, by 
block-granting, which includes the 
work program, the bill proposes to save 
some $8 billion. 

It is fine to say on paper that we are 
raising work percentages, but I do not 
see any equivalent increase in the 
funding to make sure that these work 
programs are able to be implemented. 
The question then is, if there is no ad
ditional funding to achieve this 52 per
cent cumulative increase in percent
ages over the years, if there is no addi
tional funding, then is it saying that it 
does not cost the States anything? If it 
does not cost the States anything, then 
why not let us all put 100 percent for 
every year? 

I think that is the fallacy that exists 
in this proposal. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman; will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. TALENT. I would say this to the 
gentleman, and I appreciate his work 
in this area. Work is not expensive if 
you focus on people who are close to 
employability. It is expensive if you 
have huge day care requirements, if 
work is used as an excuse for vast new 
expansions of the welfare state, train
ing, day care, et cetera. But if you 
focus on, say, two-parent families, then 
you do not need day care. And there 
are States which are doing--

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Reclaiming my 
time, I appreciate the gentleman's 
statement, but the obvious fact is that 
it does cost money to put in place pro
grams to move people from welfare 
into the work force. If it does not cost 
any money, then we ought to just say 
the percentages should be much higher 
for everybody from the outset. If it 
does cost money, then it is a hollow 
promise or the largest unfunded man
date we have ever sent to our States. 

0 1645 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I t.hank 
the gentleman for yielding. Like my 
colleagues, I am concerned about how 
this legislation will touch, will affect 
individual child and family. Some have 
said this is mean legislation, it does 
not consider the welfare mother. 

But let us take a look at what really 
happens. It is easy to talk in general
ities. Let us take a look at how your 
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particular system, the present system 
operates. Here is right out of the news
paper: Kids go hungry while parents 
buy drugs. Three children live in a 
house of roaches, without food, while 
the parents spend their monthly wel
fare benefit in narcotics. In 1988 this 
woman had six children taken from 
her, put in foster homes. Now she has 
three more children after her boyfriend 
moved in, one 15 months, one 2112 
weeks. 

I am asking my colleagues who is 
tough on kids? It is your present sys
tem. How could you be tougher on kids 
and families than the present system? 

Here is a woman with her boyfriend 
who took $440 a month on AFDC, $916 
of SSI, and all wasted, and the kids are 
at home starving. Who is tough on 
kids? Who is tough on families? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just pick up on the point of the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. You 
raise the participation rates. But two 
things: You do not provide a single dol
lar more; and second, your participa
tion rate is not based on people going 
to work, your participation rates can 
be based on knocking people off the 
rolls. 

I care so much about the link be
tween welfare and work. It is the criti
cal link here. We are darn worried 
about the children. We also have to 
help the parent and make sure the par
ent gets out of the cycle of dependency 
for the sake of the parent and the chil
dren. 

Arid it is not a question of vision. 
Whatever your vision is, you are not 
willing to act and the Deal bill and the 
rest of us are willing to act and say we 
are going to link welfare and work and 
put resources behind it to make sure it 
is done, and to grade States not on the 
basis of knocking people off the rolls 
but getting them to work. 

We are proud to stand for work. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about 
something positive that we are work
ing on right now. There are 600,000 chil
dren in foster care in this country, 
30,000 to 35,000 of these kids are up for 
adoption or available for adoption 
right now. There are problems with 
getting them adopted. It costs about 
$10,000 for a prospective adoptive par
ent to adopt a child, and because of 
that, there are a lot of kids that are 
not adopted that would be. 

And many of these kids are shuffled 
from foster home to foster home and 
they lose hope, they become full of de
spair, and many of them turn to crime 
as they get older. So we need to do 

something to provide incentive for peo
ple to adopt. 

In the tax bill that is coming up be
fore this body in about 2 weeks, there 
is going to be a $5,000 tax credit for 
parents that adopt children who are in 
foster care. Now it costs $15,000 to 
$20,000 for each child that is in foster 
care. If we get them out of foster care 
into loving homes by using this tax 
credit we are going to save $15,000 the 
first year, $20,000 a year each year after 
that, the taxpayers are paying to keep 
those kids in foster care, that is a posi
tive. 

In addition, there is an amendment 
in the bill right now we are talking 
about which I have sponsored which 
provides additional incentives to adop
tive parents to adopt children who are 
handicapped, who are having problems 
being adopted. It provides all kinds of 
methods for the States to employ in
centives to get these children out of 
the foster care system and in loving 
homes. 

In addition to that we are also going 
to provide a computerized network if 
we can get the States to work with us 
by adopting this amendment I am pro
posing. And children will be able to be 
in that computerized system where 
prospective parents can see their faces, 
find out a little bit about these kids 
and decide whether they would like to 
have them in their homes. There may 
be a prospective parent in California 
who cannot find a child they would like 
to have, an adoptive child that may be 
handicapped, and through this comput
erized national system they will be 
able to find a child in Massachusetts or 
New York. 

So there are some very positive 
things in the legislation that we have 
been working on and we should look at 
the positive and not just negatives. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. I want to also follow up on the 
comment made by the gentleman from 
Georgia, Mr. DEAL,, about the unfunded 
mandates and what it does when we 
make these requirements and do not 
provide funds for it. 

In the Committee on Agriculture I 
think they have the good fortune to 
recognize that we at least need to pay 
people the minimum wage and find 
that in fair work when we require the 
poor to work we should not expect 
them to work below the standard 
which the law is now. 

Here is this participation when we re
quire them, this does not only provide 
money for the implementation of the 
program, nor does it assure that mini
mum wage is there. 

Please understand, block grants is 
not a magical word in and of itself. 
When we block grant and reduce a fund 

we give the inability of States to im
plement these programs. This can be a 
hoax. States need to wake up. Block 
grants is no magic to all of their prob
lems now. 

This certainly is not to be expected 
to cure the minimum wage or the par
ticipation in work. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a member of 
the committee. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take a mo
ment to respond to the comments of 
my colleague from California whose 
impassioned attack on this bill's child 
services block grant is heartfelt but in 
my estimation misguided. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER], and I have long disagreed in 
the area of foster care. It goes back 
fundamentally to his belief that the 19 
pounds of regulations and the 50 pro
grams currently in place could protect 
children. They cannot, and they are 
not. 

Listen to the testimony, read the pa
pers, listen. Abuse is exploding, chil
dren are being beaten to death. Our 
programs are not working. 

Under this bill for the first time, for 
the very first time, we will know how 
many children in America are in foster 
care; with all of our 50 programs we 
have never known that. For the first 
time under this bill States will have to 
identify quantifiable goals to be 
achieved that year. That will be easy 
to oversee, easy to impact. 

The current program requires States 
to write a plan, and you know what 
happens? My colleague from Connecti
cut and I spend hours every year trying 
to get our State relieved of millions of 
dollars of penal ties because the Federal 
Government and the State of Connecti
cut disagree on what an administrative 
expense is. 

Under current law, team suicide pre
vention dollars have to be accounted 
for separately from family preserva
tion dollars. Let us get with it. We can
not do it that way. The administrative 
overhead is far too great, the ability to 
address the holistic needs of a family is 
far too compelling. 

One of my best child services agen
cies was in to see me only a couple of 
weeks ago, and I started talking to 
them about this section of the bill, its 
accountability, its governance, and I 
said, "You know what we want you to 
do is to develop the kind of integrated 
networks that are based on the model 
of total quality management and de
liver continuous improvement and 
service that is family-oriented." And 
she said, "We are doing it, and you are 
right; one of the barricades and block
ades is all of the Federal programs, 
each with its own bookkeeping, each 
with its own stream, each with its own 
interlock." 
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So I know it is frightening to make 

change, I know there is risk involved. 
As chairman of the Oversight Sub
committee, I can tell Members we have 
put annual quantifiable achievable 
goals in there because annually they 
are going to be there defending why 
they did or did not achieve their goals. 

We have provisions in this bill that 
will look at best case, worst case, so we 
can help States see where they are 
going. The old system has failed. We 
must have the courage to try some
thing new, and we must commit our
selves to something better than the old 
way we used to proceed, which was do 
something for 5 years and do not look 
around until the 5-year reauthoriza
tions came up. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut for the wonderful 
work she has done in this area. 

What we have here, though, are some 
40 of these programs dealing with tak
ing care of kids, 40 Federal programs 
each having its own set of regulations. 
The point has been made that some of 
the States have been called to task on 
them. Is there any wonder, each having 
their own sets of bureaucrats here in 
Washington, tons of regulations? We 
have taken 23 of them and folded them 
into this bill, and I think the cries of 
hysteria we are hearing is about the 
decrease in the bureaucracy. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
agree. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, while we all agree 
that welfare must be reformed, I rise in 
opposition to the en bloc amendment. I 
am proud of the just anger that my 
Democratic colleagues have dem
onstrated on this floor today in defense 
of children because, Mr. Chairman, this 
Republican proposal is cruel, yes, cruel 
to children. 

Why? Because it cuts nutrition, child 
care and opportunity for children. How 
can we, the greatest country that ever 
existed on the face of the Earth, come 
here together on this floor today with 
the leadership Republican proposal to 
take food from the mouths of children. 
take heating oil from senior citizens in 
order to give a tax break to the 
wealthiest Americans? This is cruel to 
children because 2 million children will 
no longer receive school lunches by the 
year 2000; it denies SSI benefits to hun
dreds of thousands of children with dis
abilities. 

And on the subject of abused and ne
glected children that our colleague 
from Connecticut just addressed 
abused and neglected children are vie~ 

tims of this bill which cuts $2. 7 billion 
of funding over 5 years. 

Vote against this bill which is easy 
on the rich, tough on children, and 
weak on work. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, they have said that 
the Republican welfare reform bill is 
weak on work and hard on kids. It is 
neither. What is hard on kids is this ex
isting system and it must be changed 
and indeed it is not weak on work at 
all. 

And this amendment toughens the 
work requirements even more. For 
those who want tough work require
ments as I do, they want this amend
ment. 

It is total caseload figures that are 
used so they are real and they are 
meaningful and they are honest num
bers. Three Governors in this country 
are already meeting these goals, and so 
in fact they are quite achievable. 

We not only provide tough work 
standards but we aim them and we tar
get them at those who are most em
ployable, one-parent families with 
older children and two··parent families 
on AFDC. This is a good amendment. It 
toughens it; it should satisfy those who 
have said that this bill is weak on 
work. In almost half of AFDC families 
the youngest child is over 5 years old. 
Those people ought to be working. 

I hear every day, every time I have a 
town meeting, the resentment of the 
working poor, the resentment of those 
who look at able-bodied welfare recipi
ents who are receiving a very generous 
package of benefits while they go to 
work every day. If a person is able-bod
ied they ought to be required to work. 
It will help to solve the welfare di
lemma and it is good not only for soci
ety, it is good for those individuals who 
heretofore have been required to go out 
and provide productive employment. 

Promoting a work ethic increases 
education aspirations and achievement 
and over 90 percent of the American 
people support that. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to compliment the gentleman for 
his work on this part of our legislation 
that came from our committee and for 
his amendment which will even make 
what he did in committee better. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the chair
man, and I appreciate his leadership in 
bringing a very meaningful and com
prehensive welfare reform bill to this 
House. 

D 1700 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 

The problem with the gentleman's 
argument that has just been completed 
is the Republican bill is notoriously 
weak on work. The Democrat sub
stitute is hard on work. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
and the amendments continue a pat
tern that the Republicans have played 
out in many of our committees of con
tempt for work, the work ethic treated 
with great contempt, downgraded, de
graded. The gentleman before said 
work is not expensive. No, work is not 
expensive if you want to take people 
back to the days of the plantation. 

On the plantation everybody had a 
job. Plantations had full employment. 
But plantations are not where we want 
to go. We do not want to reduce people 
to involuntary servitude or slavery. We 
do not want to cheapen the labor mar
ket in such a way that the thousands of 
people out there who are unemployed 
and not on welfare also have their jobs 
threatened. 

We have a situation here where the 
State becomes the slave master if you 
are going to have inexpensive work as 
was just described before. What is the 
rate of wages? What hourly rate are 
you going to pay? If a person is receiv
ing $300 or $400 a month for welfare, do 
they have to work 120 hours? What is 
the hourly rate there? That is involun
tary servitude, or it moves toward 
slavery. 

What are the working conditions? 
Are you going to have health care pro
vided at the same time? Are they going 
to have decent conditions to work in, 
or are we going to have a situation 
where there is a competing cheap labor 
pool in every State so that people who 
are employed in regular jobs are going 
to find themselves being laid off, being 
considered undesirable by the govern
ment that they work for because there 
is a cheap pool of labor that can be em
ployed for almost nothing? 

Let us clarify in this bill what we 
mean when we say we are going to 
make people work 30 hours a week, 
which means 120 hours a month. What 
does that mean? What kind of wage 
rate are you using? How are you judg
ing that? For what will they be ex
changing their labor? Are we going to 
go back to the plantation and not have 
them have decent health care provided, 
no job training? 

You said you do not want to provide 
day care, so that means only people 
who do not have children can go to 
work. Everything about work is hang
ing loose in this bill. It is not about 
moving from welfare to work. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. HAYWORTH]. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
his leadership in the House Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 

great interest today to the arguments 
being articulated on this floor, and it is 
certainly true that good people can dis
agree on the best methods to redress 
the problems in our society. 

But I have listened with great alarm 
to a positive program for change being 
maligned, harkening back to the days 
of the Plantation South or the Third 
Reich of Nazi Germany. Mr. Chairman, 
that is inexcusable. 

How can we in the name of freedom 
and decency stand by silently when we 
see examples just as we saw a couple of 
years ago in Chicago during the drug 
raid when police found 19 children liv
ing in squalor in a cold, dark apart
ment, 2 children in diapers sharing a 
bone with a family dog, the children 
belonging to 3 mothers and 6 different 
fathers who were getting $4,000 in cash 
benefits per month from the Federal 
Government? It is this system that is 
wrong, and when people come here to 
the well of the House and say that we 
are trying to take food from the 
mouths of children, nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

We embrace a program of compassion 
and positive change, and all the malin
gering, malicious theatrics of the other 
side are inexcusable. 

I rise in support of the en bloc 
amendment, and I ask my supporters 
to do so, and, yes, fair-minded people 
from the other side of the aisle to 
change this program for the better to 
get away from the bankrupt policies of 
the past that are bankrupting us not 
only fiscally but morally. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 seconds to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, would the 
gentleman stay at the mike and let me 
ask him one question? 

I just want to point out that he is ab
solutely correct when he talked about 
the 19 kids in Illinois, but I also want 
him to know under this Republican bill 
with neglected and abused kids, the 
same 19 kids that he made reference to 
would not be protected under this Per
sonal Responsibility Act. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HINCHEY]. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, what is 
wrong with this en bloc amendment is 
the same thing that is wrong with the 
underlying bill. It covers up the fact 
that what is being done here is to take 
away precious resources from the most 
needy of our citizens and to give them 
to those who already have more than 
they know what to do with. 

In every civilized society worthy of 
the name, the first mandate is take 
care of women and children, protect 
the women attd children, look out for 
the women and children, except under 
this new majority in this House. 

Here, the mandate is to abuse the 
women and children, make them suffer, 

suffer the women and children, make 
them pay for the cuts, cuts in re
sources that will go from the most 
needy people, women and children in 
this society, to the richest members. 

Give them tax cuts while you take 
away from those who need it the most, 
and in New York alone, over 5 years, 
you will deny $8.5 billion to needy chil
dren. Nearly a half a million children 
in the State of New York alone will not 
get the needs and attention that they 
deserve under this bill and these en 
bloc amendments obfuscate that fact. 

The amendment should be defeated 
as well as the bill. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SHAW], the chairman of the sub
committee. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me this 
time. 

You know, it is very interesting, in 
listening to the last speaker speak out 
against the en bloc amendment, he 
never, never made any specific ref
erence to any one of these amendments 
that he is criticizing. This is truly an 
uncontroversial en bloc amendment. 

The gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. 
MINK], I think, is the only speaker on 
the other side that came down and 
made reference to one having to do 
with nutrition programs on military 
bases. 

I, for the life of me, cannot under
stand. I mean, it is perfectly obvious 
here that what has happened is proce
durally the hysteria that has broken 
out on the minority side has been 
geared toward not this amendment. We 
could have done half the time on this 
amendment. In fact, I do not think we 
have argued 6 or 7 minutes on the en 
bloc amendment. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY], whose name I am often referred 
to, came down and was making speech
es with regard to the big lie. And then 
we find people coming down on the mi
nority side saying we are cutting fund
ing, where the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] got up and 
showed where we were actually in
creasing it 25 percent. Nobody comes 
back down to the well to talk about it 
again. 

Yes, we are talking about the big lie, 
and the question is how many times 
can you say it, and how many times do 
you expect it to get through. 

The truth of the matter of what we 
are doing in this bill is we are cutting 
down the bureaucracy, and if you want 
to know where the cuts are, that is ex
actly where it is. We are simplifying 
the law. We are taking 40 years of 
chairmanship held exclusively by the 
Democrat side, 363 means-tested Fed
eral programs, each having their own 
regulations. 

We are taking a large number of 
them and we are combining them. We 
are downsizing government. We are the 

ones that are truly reinventing govern
ment. We are the ones that are getting 
the money to the people who need it. 
We are going to stop the trickle-down 
bureaucracy that has been mandated 
by existing law. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 -seconds to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. All I have to say to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] is 
each time we try to deal with this doc
ument, the gentleman's time has ex
pired. You say it is noncontroversial. 
You explain the Hyde amendment 
which says that no funds under section 
403 are to be used for any medical serv
ices. Then the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] says he only means abor
tion. 

That is not controversial? 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I wanted to point out something in 
relationship to what is in our jobs pro
gram, because I have heard some peo
ple allude to the fact that perhaps we 
are not doing anything, providing any 
money. We provide the States $15 bil
lion to help move people from the wel
fare roll to the job roll. 

Now, we have 163 programs, job
training programs, on the book at the 
present time. Anytime we have a prob
lem, somebody says, well, let us just 
pass another job-training program. The 
problem is they have not been success
ful. Even JOBS has not been successful. 
Most people would say it is not suc
cessful. Yet we require States to put up 
50 percent of that money for something 
that is not successful, but 163 programs 
are now on the books for jobs training. 

Should we not try to do something 
about that? Should we not try to con
solidate? Should we not try to make 
them work? 

It seems to me that is what we need 
to do, and I would hope that we can do 
that, and if we cannot do it through 
this legislation, we surely have to do 
it. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], a member of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, there 
are two things that you can go back to 
your district and you can always know 
that you are going to get real positive 
response for, if you run against your 
colleagues, and if you run against wel
fare, and it is fertile ground for the 
talk shows to pick out isolated in
stances, and there are many instances, 
there is no doubt about that. 

The gentleman pointed out a couple 
here a while ago, the gentleman from 
Arkansas pointed out some abuses, and 
there are many, but there are many 
success stories, and there are many 
people that have been helped through 
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programs that have been instigated by 
the Federal Government. 

Let us make no bones about it, let us 
make no bones about it, this program, 
the savings that are going to be from 
this program, and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsrcH] admitted sitting 
here, they are going to be used for a 
tax cut and to his credit, the chairman 
says we are going to pay for this tax 
cut, and we are going to use these mon
eys that we get from this welfare re
form, we are going to use it to pay for 
these cuts. 

And my three grandchildren at some 
point in time are going to have to pick 
up the bills. But let me just tell you 
this, let us do not hasten to do block 
grants, because you are not assuring 
that there is going to be any more effi
ciency. 

Just a few years ago, and my col
leagues from North Carolina will bear 
this out, in North Carolina we could 
not even find the money to inoculate 
our children against rubella. So do not 
tell me that when the tough time 
comes that they will belly up and do 
the responsible thing for our children. 

So do not be misled that these block 
grants are a panacea and are going to 
solve all welfare problems, because it 
just ain't going to do it. 

So let us be very careful what we do, 
and let us work very hard, and let us 
support the Deal proposal here, because 
what it does, it uses the money that we 
save to pay this deficit down for my 
grandchildren and for your grand
children, and it does responsible things 
for welfare reform in this country. 
That is what we should all be about. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, the chairman of the sub
committee rather unfairly, it seemed 
to me, criticized us for not talking 
enough about the amendments. 

The Republican Party has not suc
ceeded at much lately, but they have 
succeeded in making this debate the 
most disjointed one possible. Because 
they have clearly decided that this is 
not going as well as they would like. 

They miscalculated. Attacking wel
fare recipients is usually more popular 
than it has been under their leadership, 
and maybe they will learn as they keep 
doing it. 

But I have an example of an amend
ment I want to talk about that we have 
not been to able to talk about. The 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju
diciary offered a noncontroversial 
amendment which said none of these 
funds can be used to provide medical 
services. The gentleman from New 
York raised that question. 

When he was asked about it, when 
the gentleman from Illinois was asked 
about the phrase medical services, he 
said it meant abortion. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a wonderful, 
truly wonderful thing. The chairman of 

the Committee on the Judiciary is em
powered apparently not only to change 
legislation involving the judicial code 
of the United States, he can change the 
language. He can say "medical serv
ices" and really mean "abortion." 

Well, if we had a decent amount of 
time to debate this, I think we might 
have been able to pursue this. I do not 
regard it as noncontroversial when we 
get an amendment that says none of 
this can be used for medical services, 
and one of the moderate Members on 
the other side, one of the very pliant 
moderates that they have, got up and 
said, "Well, do you really mean every
thing?" He said, "No; I just mean abor
tion." 

Well, the power of the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary to 
change the plain meaning of words sim
ply by what he says on the floor con
tradicting what will be written into 
statute does not exist. What we have is 
language that was offered that says 
medical services. We were told it 
means only abortion. We do not have 
time to explain it. We get 11 amend
ments, and the gentleman graciously 
gave us an extra half-hour, so we have 
4 minutes per amendment. 

It is an example of the shambles they 
have managed to make of this debate. 

0 1715 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not blame the Re

publicans for trying to hide what they 
are doing. They have collapsed what 
was 31h hours of debate into-well, I get 
40 seconds here now and a few others 
for other Members around here. 

To do what? They are hurting 15 mil
lion infants and children by this legis
lation. To do what? To pick up $70 bil
lion. To do what? To buy the crown 
jewel of the Contract On America, as 
Mr. GINGRICH calls it, to pass-to help 
pay for that notorious, stinking, lousy 
tax bill that they will bring to the 
floor next week. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, at times today this 
debate has been illuminating, but more 
often it has been emotional, bordering 
on hysterical. One must wonder why. 
Yet when you cut through it, you must 
believe that it is the dying throes of 
the Federal welfare state that has been 
built block by block over the last 30 
years and which has failed after the ex
penditure of $5.3 trillion. 

I do not believe that the American 
people will buy off on the rhetoric, if it 
is repeated over and over and over 
again, in high emotional decibels, 
"Mean-spirited, Hitler, cruel, non
compassionate," over and over and 
over again. That is not talking about 
facts. The gentleman from Massachu
setts knows, because he is very bright 
on this subject, that the law under the 
Hyde amendment already prohibits the 

use of any HHS funds for the purpose of 
abortion. That is why this amendment 
by the Mr. HYDE today was non
controversial. It meant ·nothing. The 
law was already there. He knows that. 

Mr. Chairman, we have listened 
today on what has been, as the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has 
said, not discussion on the amend
ments to elucidate, but more rhetoric 
that should have been conducted and 
completed in general debate. That is 
why they wanted the extra time. Not 
to learn about this en bloc amendment. 
That is very, very clear. These amend
ments in here, I repeat, are relatively 
noncontroversial and strengthening to 
the bill. 

We hear again the rhetoric, the bro
ken record of cuts, cuts, cruel cuts. 
The reality about this bill is that it 
spends 43 percent more than we are 
currently spending in the next 5 years, 
$73 billion more than is currently being 
expended. Under the vocabulary of the 
average American family, a 42-percent 
increase in spending over 5 years is an 
increase, not a cut. But we hear cut, 
cut, cut. It is time for the American 
people to know the truth. 

The truth is we have a broken, a 
failed state welfare system laden with 
Federal bureaucracy, and we are going 
to start anew. The American people de
serve that. Both those that are trapped 
into the environment of dependency as 
welfare recipients and the American 
workers who have to pay the money 
that goes to keep people who are able 
to work not working. That is what this 
is all about; personal responsibility, in
dividual initiative and thrift and sac
rifice. I believe that is what the Amer
ican people want to hear across this 
great country. And that is what we 
mean to deliver; a new way, a new ap
proach where we can eliminate fraud 
and abuse, where we can no longer give 
cash benefits to drug addicts, so it is 
available to spend on buying more 
drugs; no longer give cash to alcoholics 
so it is available to spend on more alco
hol. 

The Democrats do not want to talk 
about this. They built this program. It 
is out there. They want the status quo. 
We believe compassion is to help people 
to help themselves to develop personal 
responsibility and individual initiative, 
the great character traits on which 
this country became the greatest coun
try in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
state my opposition to the Hyde amendment 
and to raise serious concerns about the effect 
of the amendment. 

The author of the amendment states that 
the amendment would prohibit states from 
using funds under the bill for any medical 
services. 

But it seems to me that the amendment 
could have two effects-both of which would 
hurt the health of women and children. 



8780 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
First, the amendment would seem to broad- and dollars from American taxpayers, would 

ly prohibit funds under the bill for medical be hit where it hurts the most-in their wallets. 
services. While the author of the amendment Forfeiture programs have proved to be a dra
states that the amendment does not prohibit matic success in other Federal agencies, and 
the use of funds for family planning services- it is time we create a disincentive for those 
and I am pleased that the author does not in- who would traffic in food stamps. This amend
tend the amendment to cover family planning ment will tell these criminals, in no uncertain 
services-the amendment still raises numer- terms, that when they steal from the American 
ous questions that could pose grave problems taxpayers, we are going to get back all that 
for women and children. was lost. 

For example, would medical services to dis- Make no mistake, the Roberts Amendment 
abled children be denied by this amendment? is not about cutting the budget blindly, and it 
With the cash families receive under the tern- is not about punishing American families. It is 
porary assistance block grant, would families about protecting food stamps for those who 
be prohibited from meeting the medical needs need them. It is about ensuring that American 
of their children? If any of the amendment has families do not go hungry. And it is about de
any of these effects, it clearly hurts the health claring our commitment to protecting the 
of children and women. American taxpayer. 

If, on the other hand, the intent of the Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
amendment is more narrowly focused on abor- sition to the Hyde amendment included as part 
tion, as the author stated, I am concerned that of the Archer En Bloc Amendment. The Hyde 
the amendment could set a precedent for de- amendment would prohibit the use of any 
nying coverage of abortion services to poor block grant funds to pay for medical services. 
women. If this is the case, we must beware. It would also strike the section of the bill which 
If a subsequent decision is made to block would require State plans to address how they 
grant the Medicaid Program, would this Hyde intend to reduce teenage pregnancy, includ
amendment then apply to Medicaid? By pass- ing--at the option of the State-the provision 
ing this Hyde amendment now-as part of of education, counseling, and health services. 
welfare reform-are we forfeiting the oppor- I understand that supporters of the amend
tunity to fight on behalf of the rights of poor ment argue that they are simply trying to pre
women who are victims of rape and incest? I vent the funding of abortions through the block 
don't think we should take that chance. grants. However, this language would go fur-

Again, the amendment's intent is unclear- ther than just abortion funding. It would bar 
but regardless of intent or interpretation, the States from using any funding in the bill to pay 
amendment would seem to hurt the health of for family planning services. Longstanding Ian
women and children. I strongly oppose the guage in the Social Security Act requires that 
Hyde amendment. States provide family planning services to re-

Mr. Chairman, I do, however, support the cipients. While the Committee bill deleted this 
Roberts Amendment which is part of this requirement, language was adopted that en
package. That amendment takes a strong first couraged States to reduce teen pregnancy, 
step toward dealing with the true problems especially through education, counseling and 
facing the Food Stamp program: fraud and health services. The Hyde amendment deletes 
abuse. this section and adds the language prohibiting 

All too often in the past several weeks we the provision of medical services through the 
have heard our colleagues calling for cuts in bill. 
the benefits provided by the Food Stamp pro- Family planning services have consistently 
gram. These cuts-including a cap on the pro- been considered medical services in Federal 
gram approved by the Agriculture Commit- programs, and these services are critically im
tee--will undermine the ability of many Amer- portant to reducing unwanted pregnancies. For 
ican families to put nutritious meals on their almost 30 years, family planning services have 
tables and that will have a real impact on the been provided to AFDC recipients, and States 
health of those families. But while doing that, should continue to have the flexibility to do so 
these misguided cuts do not get at the fraud through the block grant funding. Indeed, the 
and abuse in the Food Stamp program that is fate of Medicaid and Title X funding has not 
really wasting taxpayer dollars. This fraud is yet been decided, and States must have some 
the true crime against this important program. source of Federal funding to provide family 

To be sure, Mr. Chairman, the perpetrator of planning services to poor women, if they so 
this crime is not the single mother trying to choose. 
feed her children; it is not the parents who In addition, it is important to remember that 
work all day, every day, and still do not make the funding to implement the welfare block 
enough to send their children to school with grants will be provided under the Labor-Health 
nutritious lunches; and it is not the family that and Human Services Appropriations bill, which 
saves up for a month to treat themselves to already is restricted by the Hyde Amendment. 
their favorite cereal. The real perpetrator of Thus, the restriction on abortion funding is al
this crime is the bogus produce retailer right ready addressed. 
here in Washington who bought over $50,000 We must protect the right of States to pro
worth of food stamps for a reduced, cash price vide family planning services to low-income 
and tried to redeem them for full value; it is women-these services are a vital component 
the owner of an Atlanta restaurant who ille- of the effort to reduce unwanted pregnancies, 
gaily redeemed over $1.6 million in food · and we must give the States the resources to 
stamps; and it is the restaurant owner in Mary- provide those services. I oppose the Hyde 
land who bought almost $250,000 in food amendment, and I will work to ensure that it 
stamps from undercover Federal agents in ex- is not part of the final welfare reform legisla-
change for cash an.d guns. tion. 

Under this amendment, these criminals, who The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
are taking food away from American families HOBSON). All time having expired, the 

question is on the amendments en bloc, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, further proceedings on 
the amendments en bloc, as modified, 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER] will be postponed. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, do I 
get a recorded vote when that time 
comes up? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has postponed the request for a 
recorded vote. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I did not ask for-I 
asked for a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the Chair has the authority to 
postpone recorded votes. 

PARLIAMENT ARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HEFNER. Did the gentleman 
[Mr. GIBBONS] ask to make a point of 
order that a quorum is not present? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Florida did not. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I will make a point of 
order that a quorum is not present. Ob
viously, one is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
point of order is not in order at the 
present time. The Chair is not now put
ting a question. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, a fur
ther parliamentary inquiry: Has the 
chairman ruled that there would be a 
recorded vote, that it would be ruled? I 
am a little bit confused here. What is 
the procedure? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has merely postponed the ques
tion for a recorded vote until a later 
time. 

Mr. HEFNER. A further parliamen
tary inquiry: What the Chair is saying 
is that at some point in time the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] will 
have to ask for a recorded vote at a 
later time when the vote on the amend
ments en bloc takes place. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. He will 
not have to renew his request. 

Mr. HEFNER. He will not have to? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

unfinished business will be that re
quest. 

Mr. HEFNER. A further parliamen
tary inquiry: Could we have any idea, 
for some of us who have things to do, 
when we may begin to have some votes 
on the legislation that we are consider
ing. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
the understanding of the Chair that 
after the consideration of amendment 
No. 8, that votes will then be taken. 

Mr. HEFNER. After the consider
ation on amendment No. 8? 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Num

ber 8. 
Mr. HEFNER. A further parliamen

tary inquiry: When does that come? 
When does that amendment come up? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot give a definitive time. We 
have to consider numbers 3, 5, 7 and 8, 
and each of t:::iose is 20 minutes each, 
with 10 minutes on each side. 

Mr. HEFNER. A still further par
liamentary inquiry: What is the esti
mated time of adjournment for the 
evening? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair is not presently aware of that in
formation. 

Mr. HEFNER. A further parliamen
tary inquiry: Is there anybody in the 
sound of my voice that would have any 
idea when we might could expect to be 
finished with the business for today? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will suspend. That is a mat
ter for leadership consideration. 

Mr. ARCHER. If the gentleman will 
yield, I will simply say--

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With
out objection, the gentleman may pro
ceed. 

Mr. ARCHER. We are at least going 
to go through title I and vote on the 
amendments to title I. 

Mr. HEFNER. A further parliamen
tary inquiry: Just in the spirit of being 
family-friendly, I was just curious to 
know what time we might be able to go 
home and watch the Andy Griffith re
runs, if it would be possible. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
number 3, printed in House Report 104-
85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TALENT 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, pursu
ant to the rule, I offer amendment 
numbered 3, printed in House Report 
104-85. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. TALENT: 
Page 7, strike line 24 and all that follows 
through line 3 on page 8 and insert the fol
lowing: 

"(B)(i) Require all adult recipients in a 1-
parent family which includes only children 
age 5 or older and who have received benefits 
for more than 24 months (whether or not 
consecutive) under the program to engage in 
work activities (as defined in section 
404(a)(l)(C)(iii)) for at least 30 hours per 
week. If a State classifies a family as such a 
1-parent family on or after the date which is 
10 months after the date of enactment of the 
Personal Responsibility Act of 1995, the fam
ily shall continue to be so classified regard
less of whether an additional child under age 
5 becomes a member of the family. 

" (ii) Provide exemptions at the option of 
the State for not more than 20 percent of the 
adult recipients of assistance under the pro
gram who are described in clause (i) from the 
requirement set forth in clause (1) for rea
sons set forth by the State. 

"(C)(i) Require 1 adult recipient in any 2-
parent family who has received assistance 

under the program for more than 24 months 
(whether or not consecutive) to engage in 
work activities (as defined in section 
404(a)(l)(C)(i11)) for at least 30 hours per 
week. 

"(11) States may exempt up to 10 percent of 
the adult recipients described in clause (i) 
from the requirement set forth in clause (1) 
for reasons determined by the State. " . 

Page 8, line 4, strike "(C)" and insert 
"(D)". 

Page 8, line 7, strike "(D)" and insert 
"(E)". 

Page 8, line 10, strike "(E)" and insert 
"(F)" . 

Page 8, line 14, strike "(F)" and insert 
"(G)". 

Page 8, line 22, strike "(G)" and insert 
"(H)" . 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes, and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman rises in opposition? 

Mr. GBBONS. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] 
will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I also op
pose the amendment. May I ask under 
the rule is the opposing time divided, 
or does it belong to the minority? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Under the rule, I con
trol it, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
chairman has recognized the ranking 
minority member of the committee to 
control 10 minutes of time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 millutes so that I may explain 
my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
strengthens the 2 years and work re
quirement in the underlying bill and it 
strengthens it in two very important 
respects. I would like to lay those be
fore the House. 

The underlying bill requires that the 
States have plans to make everybody 
on welfare work in 2 years, but it does 
not define work nor does it give the 
States any direction as to what that 
would entail. It needs changing and 
strengthening in two respects. 

In the first place, Mr. Chairman, it is 
very important that when we have 
work requirements we be up front 
about what works means. Work means 
work. It should not mean cart blanche 
job searching, it should not mean carte 
blanch education or training. Those are 
not work. The advantage of work is
there are several advantages to it. One 
of the chief advantages of it is that 
people on welfare are working in return 
for the welfare. It makes welfare a two
way street. 

My amendment defines work and har
monizes that with the definitions al
ready in the bill, definitions that relate 

to the sections about required work 
participation as far as the States are 
concerned. 

Those sections have been strength
ened also, or will be strengthened if the 
House ends up approving the en bloc 
amendments. 

So what the amendment does is it de
fines work as work. So when we say 
people are working, they are actually 
working. 

The second thing that the amend
ment does which is equally impor
tant-and we discussed this before in 
the debate on the en bloc amend
ments-it focuses the work require
ments on people who are closest to em
ployability. It says the two year-and
out provisions apply specifically to two 
parent AFDC families. About 10 per
cent of the caseload consists of fami
lies where both parents are at home. 
One of those families-one of these par
ents should be working and can be 
working. And the amendment requires 
high percentages of those families 
work. 

The second set of families that the 
amendment focuses on, single parents 
with kids school age or older: The ad
vantages of focusing on those families 
are severalfold: First of all, since they 
are the closest to employability, the 
burden of work is easiest on them in 
the short term. It is much easier for 
them to go out and work. In the second 
place, when the experience of the State 
shows when you focus work require
ments on those families, work becomes 
a very effective tool for determining 
who needs welfare and who does not. It 
is a nonbureaucratic, nonhumiliating 
tool for determining who is closest to 
being in the private sector and off wel
fare. 

Mr. Chairman, States that have ex
perimented with these models have 
shown when you have real work re
quirements for those families and have 
work built into it, they get off welfare 
rolls. It is reducing the welfare rolls 
and putting those people to work, 
which is what we should be trying to 
do. 

There are several advantages to this. 
It is also much less expensive. We 
heard talk this evening about work 
being expensive. It is expensive if you 
are focusing on single parents with in
fant kids because they cannot work 
without day care and probably without 
extensive training and education, and 
work does cost an awful lot of money. 
Work becomes then an excuse for ex
panding the welfare state, programs 
that we tried and failed , and it ends up 
being that nobody is working. 

D 1730 
Nobody works. Now sometimes the 

States spend a lot of money, sometimes 
they do not, but nobody works. So 
what this amendment will do is har
monize this portion of the work provi
sion in the bill with the other portion 
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of the work prov1s10n in the bill and 
will make an honest work requirement. 
We know that these people can work, 
the States have worked in this kind of 
field, and I have had good success, it is 
less expensive, and it is really a way of 
shifting the system to one that relies 
on work rather than on dependency. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31/4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, let us 
have a good, rational discussion of this 
amendment. 

There is a lot of emotion in these is
sues when we are talking about tough 
on kids; we can understand that, and I 
very much share it. When we talk 
about weakness on work, I think there 
should be some emotion, too, and I 
have said forcefully, I think respect
fully, that the Republican bill is weak 
on work, and I think the gentleman is 
trying to shore it up. But here is the 
trouble. 

I say to the gentleman, Mr. TALENT, 
your amendment has put in a provision 
regarding a State plan, and it isn't at 
all clear, its impact, as a result. I 
think it's unenforceable. You don't put 
any more resources into the States so 
they can meet this if it's meaningful. 
Just a few months ago you were the 
second name on a bill, R.R. 4, that had 
$9 billion in resources for the States. 
You were the second name. This bill 
has no resources whatsoever. It really 
has . less for linking people on welfare 
to work, and I feel strongly that is the 
key linkage. 

No one is excusing, or apologizing, or 
justifying the status quo; it is gone. 
How are we going to make it better? 
We desperately need to do that. 

Now CBO, in its now-not-under
Democratic-control says this: 

The literature on welfare to work pro
grams, as well as the experience with the 
jobs program to date, indicates that States 
are unlikely to obtain such high rates of par
ticipation. 

Mr. DEAL's bill puts some resources 
for the States to meet meaningful par
ticipation rates that are based on 
work, and I say to the gentleman, you 
have participation rates that don't re
quire the States to put anybody to 
work, and then you come in with this 
amendment that is probably unenforce
able. 

The last point I want to make is it is 
probably unduly federally bureau
cratic. We are telling the States how 
they can best meet work participation 
requirements, taking parents with kids 
under five now. In a sense that makes 
sense, but in a sense it may not. Some 
of the most trainable people may be 
people who have a kid who is three. 
The gentleman is trying to save money 
for day care, I guess. 

I say to the gentleman, You're trying 
to do this on the cheap, and you bring 

in this unenforceable requirement. I 
suggest you face up to the fact your 
bill is fatally flawed in being work 
weak. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
has expired. 

Mr. TALENT. I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN] if he needs the time. My re
sponse is going to take longer than 30 
seconds. If the gentleman wanted to 
finish up his remarks-

Mr. LEVIN. I just think the gen
tleman realizes there is a weakness 
here, and he is trying to shore it up, 
but it is not enforceable, likely, and it 
says Washington has all the answers. I 
thought we· were going to give the 
States flexibility to carry out linking 
people on welfare to work, and here 
comes the gentleman with a very in
flexible provision that is probably un
enforceable. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the Deal bill is 
a much better deal for the American 
people. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
certainly for the tone of his comments. 
Let me just address his remarks. 

With regard to CBO, they were refer
ring to the two-parent aspect of this. I 
would simply say that Utah has had 
strict work programs in the past fo
cused on two-parent AFDC families. 
Not only do they work, but we find 
very large percentages of those fami
lies get off welfare because they are 
able to go into work. The gentleman 
says it is unenforceable, it sets limits 
that the States have to meet. It is the 
underlying bill, which is three sen
tences, and just says basically that 
States have to have everybody working 
in 2 years that I suggest is not going to 
work. The gentleman says that we are 
federalizing this whole system. We are 
setting targets that States have to 
meet and then allowing them to meet 
it in any way that they see fit. That is 
not federalizing. That is consistent 
with the rest of the bill. The gentleman 
says it is very costly. My whole point 
was it is costly if we focus work on sin
gle moms with infant kids. Then we 
have to pay for day care. I say, if you 
abstract a day care component of work, 
work is very affordable. In fact, I've 
talked with Governors who say it saves 
them money because it moves people 
off of welfare, which is supposed to be 
the point. Finally the gentleman 
makes a good point with regard to 
moms with younger kids. We are not 
prohibiting the States from trying to 
help those moms find work. We are just 
saying in terms of what we are requir
ing to focus on the families that are 
closest to employability. I say, sure, if 
you can find a mom with an infant kid 
who is close to work, yes, by all means 
help her. We 're not prohibiting the 
States from doing that, but we're try-

ing to shift the focus away, to other 
families which are closer to work. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HUTCHINSON]. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to underscore how important 
this amendment is. It is critical for 
three reasons. The gentleman went 
over these, but I want to reiterate 
them. 

It is important that we replace the 
current symbolic requirements in 
which there are weak definitions of 
what work really is in which one could 
have job search being included as work 
with a real work definition, and this 
amendment harmonizes those defini
tions of what work is all about. So, it 
is very critical from that standpoint, 
that the very sections of this bill have 
a common definition of what work is 
all about. 

I think it is important, this amend
ment is important, because it cuts, 
rather than increases, total welfare 
spending by focusing those work re
quirements on mothers who need little 
day care. Too often in the past the jobs 
programs that have been included in 
welfare reform programs have only 
been an excuse to expand child welfare, 
child day care, and, as a result of that, 
it has become more and more expen
sive, and, instead of seeing welfare 
spending controlled, we have seen it ex
ploding. 

So, by focusing on those who are 
most employable or upon those moms 
who are least in need of child care, we 
can cut total welfare spending. I think 
that this is a very critical amendment 
that the gentleman has brought for
ward. Work cannot just be symbolic. 

In the 1988 welfare reform bill there 
was great talk about workfare. There 
was great talk about putting those on 
welfare into the workplace, and it did 
not happen. The American people have 
become cynical about even the termi
nology of workfare, and if this bill is to 
be meaningful, and if it is to work, it 
must be more than just symbolism. 
Work must mean work, and those work 
requirements, in order to be best im
plemented, must focus on those who 
are most employable. It only makes 
sense that an AFDC recipient with 
older children should be required to get 
into the workplace. It only makes 
sense that a two-parent AFDC family 
ought to have one of those parents out 
in the workplace. 

So this amendment focuses, places 
the focus, where it should be. Work re
quirements should be implemented in 
the least expensive way, and this gives 
the States the kind of guidance to 
move them in the most productive way 
in meeting the work participation re
quirements. 

Time and time again I have heard 
two-parent families who are working 
hard, trying to make ends meet, trying 
to be productive members of society, 
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and they come to me, as their Con
gressman, and say, Well, what about 
this couple, a man and a woman, on 
AFDC, able-bodied and yet drawing 
their package of benefits, drawing their 
welfare, neither one of them required 
to work under the current system. 

I do not blame the American people 
for being cynical. I do not blame them 
for resenting this kind of a system, and 
it is time that we change it. We have 
got an opportunity to strengthen a 
good bill by adopting this amendment. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, on be
half of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS] I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina 
[Mrs. OLA YTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I also 
believe work should be work, and I be
lieve the best welfare reform is a job at 
a liberal wage, and for that, Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. The bill, as it is currently 
written by the majority, requires as 
much as 80 hours of work for as little 
as $69 worth of benefits. That is $69 
worth of benefits, the smallest amount 
they will get under food stamps--

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I say to 
the gentlewoman, "Lady, that's the 
second time I've heard that. The aver
age welfare package is worth, AFDC, 
Medicaid, food stamps, et cetera, about 
8 to $15,000 a year. Now let's suppose 
it's in the low end, about $10,000 a year. 
The work participation requirements 
in this bill mean, if you're working for 
that, you're getting paid about $6.50 an 

· hour, not 60 cents an hour." 
Mr. CLAYTON. There are people who 

receive only food stamps, only food 
stamps. They do not receive any rent, 
any AFDC, and I say to the gentleman, 
"If you require them to work, reclaim
ing my time, if you require that person 
only receiving food stamps, and the av
erage recipient is receiving $69, this is 
less then $1 an hour. Now your amend
ment, your amendment, goes further 
than that. Your amendment would in
crease the work requirement to 120 
hours of work for the same benefit. 
This is about 20 cents an hour for that 
person that only receives the food 
stamp, and these sometime may be 
people who temporarily are out of 
work." 

Now I filed an amendment which 
would have made clear that mandatory 
work, which I support, would be at a 
liveable wage. We would not be requir
ing persons to work any less than the 
law requires now. Again I repeat, the 
best welfare reform is indeed a job at a 
livable wage. This amendment does not 
allow that. It treats welfare workers 
different from other people. It really 
borders on servitude. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OWENS] is correct. 

We are moving backward, not forward. 
This is the wrong way to treat human 
beings in America. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds to say that this bill 
only requires people on-applies to peo
ple on AFDC, which means they are eli
gible for Medicaid, eligible for food 
stamps. They are getting a package of 
benefits worth $8,000 to $15,000 a year. 
The work requirements would mean in 
effect they are paid about 61/2 to $7 an 
hour--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] 
has expired. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself an additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, a whole lot of people 
are working at that level. It is not pu
nitive, and here we have the differences 
in visions. It is not punitive. It is good 
for them and their families. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish we had the kind of time to delib
erate the way the American people 
would want us to do so. The Republican 
bill, and I appreciate the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT], his offer
ing of this amendment, but let us talk 
about the legislation that is on the 
table. That bill would not ensure safe 
child care for parents who work, and 
we would be punishing some 401,600 
children. 

Now we have mentioned the Deal bill 
and the Mink bill, and I would hope 
that, as we debate those substitutes, 
we will find a way to answer the ques
tions that have been raised by the gen
tleman's amendment, allegedly to as
sist in decreasing the amount of dollars 
we spend on child care. 

D 1745 
But I ask the question to the gen

tleman as to whether or not he has 
ever sat with welfare mothers. Has he 
ever had any real experience in under
standing what the need is here? The 
need is that people want to work, and 
they want to work if their little one is 
2 years old or 3 years old. 

Do they want to leave them in an 
abusive situation? No, they do not. 
They want to have reasonable, safe 
child care. And the bills by DEAL and 
MINK and the amendment that I offered 
to the Committee on Rules dealt with 
providing child care for those who need 
it. 

This is a discriminatory amendment. 
What it says is that our young mothers 
who can most benefit by job training, 
most benefit by high-technology train
ing to get them into the work force, 
most benefit by the eagerness with 
which they want to go and provide .for 
their children,. they want to cut them 
off and discriminate because we aI'e 
into slashing and burning and cutting 
off child care. 

Child care has to be a realistic com
ponent of this welfare reform bill or in 
fact, Mr. Chairman, we will punish over 
half a million children. You cannot dis
criminate against these young women 
and these young parents, for they have 
told me face-to-face, for I live in these 
neighborhoods with these young 
women, and what they want most of all 
is to set a role model for their children, 
whether they are 15 months old, 2 years 
old, or 41/2 years old. 

You are not speaking the language of 
the American people that says we want 
welfare reform, not welfare punish
ment. I will not discriminate against 
young women who want to have a 
chance and opportunity, and I will not 
discriminate against their children. It 
is time to support the bill that this 
side of the aisle has, because we believe 
in work programs that do not discrimi
nate and provide child care for our 
children. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] has half a 
minute left, the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN] has 23/4 minutes left 
and has the right to close because he 
represents the committee position. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, in order 
to extend debate, I move to strike the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] is recog
nized for 7% minutes. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY] and ask unanimous 
consent that he be allowed to control 
that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] controls the 
time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by my colleague from Missouri. It 
seems everyone is trying to prove how 
tough they are on welfare recipients, to 
show how many people they will force 
to work and how fast they will be re
quired to work. But all of these get
tough amendments ignore reality. 

The reality is there is not an endless 
pool of unfilled jobs for unskilled work
ers. If there were, we would not have 6 
million unemployed Americans waiting 
for jobs. The reality is that most of the 
jobs being offered do not pay a living 
wage that can support a family. If we 
really cared, we would be creating jobs 
that pay living wages. I tried to offer 
an amendment to increase the mini
mum wage to a mere $5.15. But the 
Committee on Rules refused to make it 
in order, refused to make it in order. 

They asked me whether I checked 
with the Parliamentarian to see if it 
was relevant. Of course it is relevant, 
Mr. Chairman. We cannot talk about 
welfare reform without talking about 
raising the minimum wage. 
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Let me remind my colleagues of 

these statistics: 4.2 million Americans, 
half of them women, work for the mini
mum wage or less; 11 million Ameri
cans currently earn less than $5.15. 
Currently, the poverty level for a fam
ily of three is $12,300 a year, yet the 
minimum wage pays only $8,500 a year, 
two-thirds of the poverty level. The 
Contract With America promises an 
unconscionable tax cut of $11,450 for 
those earning $200,000. this bill will 
take the money from the poor, from 
the welfare recipients, to pay for that 
tax break for the privileged. 

Mr. Chairman, the Talent amend
ment will do nothing to provide jobs as 
a living wage, and I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GENE 
GREEN]. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the ranking member 
of the committee for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped last year 
when we talked about welfare reform 
and the President announced his plan 
that we would have a bipartisan wel
fare reform bill. But having served on 
the Committee on Economic and Edu
cational Opportunities, I realize this is 
not a bipartisan welfare reform bill. 

This amendment increases the work 
requirements, but will it lift a person 
out of the web of Federal assistance? 
No, it will not. The best way to end 
welfare as we know it is to provide a 
job. If a worker puts in 40 hours a 
week, 52 weeks a year, their gross pay 
under our current minimum wage is 
$8,800. For an individual that is just 
barely over the poverty level. But if 
they have just one child, just one child, 
they are $1,000 under the poverty line. 
For an average family in the 29th Con
gressional District in Houston, which I 
am proud to represent, a family of 
three, for that amount of money they 
would be $3,500 below the poverty line 
without a minimum wage increase. 

That is why a minimum wage in
crease should be part of our welfare re
form bill. This would make them eligi
ble for assistance at this 3,500 less for 
many of the programs that we want to 
reform. If Members on the majority 
side wish to save on welfare and wish 
people to work, we should increase the 
minimum wage so full-time workers 
would not be eligible for that assist
ance. 

Over half the workers earning the 
minimum wage are over 26 years old. 
We are not just talking about teen
agers or young people, we are talking 
about people who have to support a 
family on the minimum wage. The pur
chasing power of the current minimum 
wage has declined by 40 percent since 
1990 due to inflation. 

We must end this shell game, this Re
publican shell game, and this partisan 
bill to give tax cuts and take our chil
dren's lunch money. We need to stop 

paying for tax cuts with infant formula 
money. The best way to stop welfare is 
to provide a job, and a job that lifts 
people out of welfare at a decent wage. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ENGEL]. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend from Missouri for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, you know, it really 
boggles the mind. We have 31 amend
ments, only 5 Democratic amendments, 
and nothing on child nutrition, and the 
amendments I had hoped to off er are 
not around. Now we are talking about 
participation and how many welfare re
cipients are going to participate in 
work. 

Well, people will participate in work 
only if you pay them a living wage, 
only if you pay them a fair wage, only 
if you provide them with the job train
ing so that they can get a job, and if 
you provide them with the child care 
so that they can leave their children 
while they work. This bill does none of 
that, and that is why I believe it is a 
farce and a sham. 

Today's minimum wage is worth 30 
percent less than what is was worth in 
the 1970's. An increase in the minimum 
wage is a necessary step in providing 
people with the tools they need to 
bring themselves out of poverty. We 
cannot move welfare recipients into a 
position where they join the growing 
number of working poor. Again, my 
amendment, which was not allowed to 
be brought to the floor, would have al
lowed working poor to continue to get 
child care to keep them off welfare, but 
the Republican majority did not even 
want to let that happen. 

Thirty-eight percent of all poor chil
dren under six have parents who work 
full or part-time. They are working to 
support their families, but cannot 
make enough money to live above the 
poverty line. In 1992, a full-time worker 
only grossed $8,800. That is $3,500 below 
the poverty line for a family of three, 
$11,186. How can we expect to move 
welfare recipients into this subsistence 
level of employment with no health 
care and no job training? But the Re
publicans do not care about that ei
ther. 

We must create a system that re
wards work and does not punish some
one for trying to be independent. We 
must make the tough decisions. We 
must say that job creation, training, 
and increased wages are national prior
ities. We must commit to programs 
that will help us reach a goal of a sta
ble, self-sufficient employment for all 
Americans, not the farce that the Re
publicans are trying to pass off as wel
fare reform. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentle
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Hawaii is recognized for 30 sec
onds. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, at the ap
propriate time, I intend as the designee 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER] to move to strike the last word, 
which under the rule will give me 5 
minutes of time. I believe the minority 
has the right to close debate on this 
particular amendment. I do not want 
to preempt that right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
the right to do that. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and would ask unanimous consent to 
be able to divide my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is recognized 
for 30 seconds. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue really is the 
question of forcing people to work 
without a standard of compensation. 
That is what the chairman on our side 
has been trying to say to the majority. 
If you are going to make an individual 
work, and under your amendment they 
are going to be required to work for 30 
hours in order to stay on their welfare 
cash assistance, then, for heaven's 
sake, pay them at least a living wage 
and make it comparable to the Federal 
minimum wage; and, better yet, in
crease the minimum wage, as the 
President has requested. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. TALENT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his generosity. 

Mr. Chairman, let us define what we 
are talking about here and what this 
amendment does. We are talking about 
people who are receiving the range of 
welfare benefits, cash, food stamps, 
Medicaid, maybe subsidized housing, a 
package of benefits worth conserv
atively about $10,000 a year. That 
means if they have to work under the 
hours this bill requires, they will be 
working for between $6.50 an hour and 
$9.00 an hour. There are a whole lot of 
Americans doing that. 

What the bill says is if you are on 
welfare for 2 years, if you do not have 
a young child at home that requires 
day-care and you are able-bodied, you 
have got to work. And what we are 
dealing with here again is a difference 
of visions, because some people here 
think that is a punitive. I think that is 
the way out of welfare. 

Here is what the amendment does not 
do. It does not do what the 1988 bill 
does and what most work provisions 
purport to do. People say we need to 
provide a job. What that really means 
is we need to spend thousands and 
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thousands of dollars trying to train 
somebody to be a vice president. 

What we need to do is just provide 
work. Work is available for people. It 
does not provide day-care for people. 
We focus on people that do not need 
day-care. That does not increase the 
cost of the bill by billions of dollars. 

We have heard from the other side 
the Republican bill is weak on work. If 
you want to strengthen the bill on 
work, and I do, vote for this amend
ment, because it is going to require 
that people work. It is not going to 
cost billions of dollars. It will save 
money, move people off welfare, and 
mean that when people are on welfare 
they are getting a paycheck and their 
kids are seeing them get a paycheck. 
That is what this bill is about; work, 
responsibility, and family. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, there are some real mis
understandings about this amendment, 
and, with all due respect, I would like 
to point out that it actually weakens 
the work rEiquirements of current law. 
Current law requires you to work once 
your youngest child is 3 years old. This 
raises that threshold so you do not 
have to work until your youngest child 
is 5 years old. That weakens the work 
requirements in current law, and it 
weakens dramatically the work re
quirements in the bill before us. 

Sixty-three percent of all families on 
AFDC have children under 5. Sixty
three percent. However are States 
going to meet the work standards in 
the bill if 63 percent of the people on 
AFDC are exempted from the manda
tory work requirements? 

Now, remember, as a society, we 
allow low income working people only 
3 months leave after their baby is born. 
I have always felt it was a serious in
equity that people on welfare got to 
stay home 3 years, when people work
ing got to stay home 3 months. And 
now this bill is going to allow you to 
stay home 5 years. 

Now, that is one point. The other 
point is, and I feel this very strongly, 
what you are saying is to those young 
girls who have had a baby, stay home. 
Stay home. The studs are hanging 
around outside the door. Have a good 
time. 

Nothing could be more destructive. 
Nothing could be more contradictory 
to the fundamental message of this 
bill, which is take personal responsibil
ity. We are saying you have that baby, 
you do not have to take responsibility. 

D 1800 
Frankly, this bill is about personal 

responsibility. 
Lastly, let me say the research does 

show very, very clearly that the pro
grams that cream do not matter and 
those are the women whose children 

are already in school. The programs 
that really matter in terms of depend
ence are the programs that take those 
young girls who dropped out of high 
school, those young girls who had ba
bies when they were very young and 
really make them go through the edu
cation, training and work performance 
that alone will enable them to change 
their lives. 

Finally, this amendment is going to 
add complexity. This is exactly what 
the spirit of the block grant opposes 
and what the governors have time and 
time again driven my amendments off 
the board about, because they do not 
want this kind of micro management. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tlewoman said that current law re
quires that everybody with a child 
three or under, is it, work. How many 
people are working now? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Any
one with a child, once a child reaches 3, 
you must be in a managed work pro
gram. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remaining 30 seconds. I 
would like to say that I am opposed to 
this particular amendment. I think the 
work provisions, I think, are good and 
well thought out, but I think the prob
lem that we have, very eloquently 
pointed out by the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut, it puts, it divides people 
up into several classes. It raises the 
work requirement from the present 3 
years old up to 5. I think it also takes 
away a lot of the flexibility that we in
tend to hand down to the States and, 
therefore, I would urge a no vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri, [Mr. CLAY] has one-half 
minute remaining. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

I rise to once again say that we ought 
to defeat this amendment. This is an 
amendment that is not in the best in
terest of welfare recipients, taxpayers, 
or this country. I urge the defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Talent amendment. 
The Republican welfare reform pro
posal needs work. This amendment 
does not provide it. I urge my colleague 
to vote "no." 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

In closing, let me urge my colleagues 
to vote against this amendment. It dis-

criminates against parents with young 
children. There is no enforcement in 
this bill or by this amendment or the 
work requirements. There · is still a re
ward in the bill for failure of a State 
that just knocks people off the rolls 
and does not provide job opportunity. 
And, lastly, this amendment does noth
ing to cure the fact that this bill pro
vides requirements on our States with
out any funding to take care of it. It is 
really a large unfunded mandate. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
amendment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Talent amendment. The Republican 
welfare reform plan is weak on work, and this 
amendment does not solve that problem. 

This amendment provides neither enforce
ment of its work requirements or resources to 
meet them. This amendment has no guaran
tees that those who get work will make a living 
wage. 

The Talent amendment would not lift people 
out of welfare and into work. It would create 
an even larger class of working poor in this 
country than we have now. 

Real welfare reform should emphasize self
sufficient employment that provides a liveable 
wage, that can create a long-term solution to 
the crisis of poverty. 

The Talent amendment does not strengthen 
the work requirements in the Republican bill or 
provide real job opportunity. I urge my col
leagues to vote "no" on the Talent amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired on the amendment. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. TALENT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the "noes" 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] will be post
poned. 

The point of order no quorum is con
sidered withdrawn. 

The Chair would like to take this op
portunity to remind Members that 
under the rule, the authority granted 
under the rule for this bill, the Chair is 
merely postponing requests for re
corded votes until after consideration 
of amendment No. 8. 

At that time the request for a re
corded vote on amendment No. 1 will 
be the unfinished business of the 
House. Twenty-five Members will need 
to stand at that time in order to obtain 
a recorded vote on that amendment as 
well as the other postponed questions 
in turn. There is no need for a Member 
making a request for a recorded vote to 
renew the request. 

The Chair would also like to remind 
the Members that the first vote taken 
on the first amendment will be a 15-
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minute vote, and subsequent votes may 
be reduced to 5 minutes, if no business 
interferes between the votes. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLECZKA 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KLECZKA: Page 
16, strike line 8 and all that follows through 
line 15. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZ
KA] will be recognized for 10 minutes, 
and a Member opposed will be recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I am not 
aware of any Member on the floor who 
is opposed to the amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. SHAW] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA]. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I bring forth this 
amendment with my colleague, the 
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
REED]. And if I might briefly explain 
what the effect of the amendment 
would do, the bill, as reported by the 
Committee on Ways and Means, pro
vides for a temporary assistance block 
grant in title I. 

As part of setting up that block 
grant, we permit States to amass up to 
120 percent of the block grant in what 
we call a rainy day fund. I think there 
is a lot of support for the rainy day 
fund. 

I think there is lot of logic to estab
lishing the rainy day fund for a State 
that comes on hard times. If there is an 
economic down turn, there will be 
ample funds available for the block 
grant programs to take care of the 
needy within that State. 

I should also add that the bill pro
vides that States can transfer from 
other block grants up to 20 or 30 per
cent into the rainy day fund. 

The problem I have with this section 
is that after the State has amassed this 
120 percent, it then has the opportunity 
to call the Governor or the legislature 
to shift funds out of the rainy day fund 
anything above and beyond 120 percent, 
into the State's general fund. 

As I indicated to my colleagues on 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
bulk of us in Congress today were 
former State legislators. And surely 
they are not going to look a gift horse 

in the mouth. They are going to see 
these funds as being available for their 
disposition. It will alleviate their need 
possibly to raise taxes. If, in fact, a 
State has some particular road needs, 
they could take moneys from this 
rainy day fund into the highway pro
gram of the State. And clearly that is 
not why we are sending the States 
these dollars. 

These dollars are for specific pro
grams in these various block grants. I 
think it is ill-advised to permit the 
State the latitude to take federally
raised dollars sent to the State for a 
specific purpose and use it for their 
general purpose needs. So the amend
ment would delete from the bill that 
particular section of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. REED], the author of 
the amendment. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment of
fered together with my colleague the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZ
KA. I also want to commend him for his 
leadership on this amendment. 

We are talking about creating a 
block grant structure. I have some 
very serious concerns about that. But 
if we are going to pursue a block grant 
strategy, this amendment must be 
adopted. 

We want to ensure that the Gov
ernors and the State legislatures not 
only have flexibility but also that we 
have accountability. As the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] so well 
explained, the underlying bill provides 
for a rainy day fund so that in good 
times moneys can be built up to face 
more difficult economic times. 

At present the bill requires the states 
to run this account up to 120 percent of 
the title I moneys but after that there 
is no clarification or determination of 
what excess funds should be used for. 

As the gentleman from Wisconsin 
pointed out, under the present law, 
these funds could be used for any gen
eral State purpose. And having served 
in a general assembly, I never under
estimate the ingenuity and the imagi
nation of state governors and state rep
resentatives to find ways to spend Fed
eral moneys. So as a result, I think it 
is incumbent upon us to insist upon ac
countability, to require that when this 
120 percent fund level is met that any 
additional funds be either returned to 
us or used for the purposes that we pro
vide them for these welfare programs. 

This is a very good amendment. It 
gives flexibility but it does not ignore 
accountability by the states. 

I urge this amendment be adopted. 
And again, I commend the gentleman 
from Wisconsin for his leadership. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand that the gentleman from Wiscon
sin has no further requests for time. I 
have no requests on this side. I support 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
Members to support the amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUNN OF OREGON 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BUNN of Or
egon: 

(C) STATE OPTION.-Nothing in subpara
graph (A) shall be construed to prohibit a 
state from using funds provided by section 
403 from providing aid in the form of vouch
ers that may be used only to pay for particu
lar goods and services specified by the state 
as suitable for the care of the child such as 
diapers, clothing, and school supplies. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under ~he rule, the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Is the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL] opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I am. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New York [Mr. RANGEL] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. BUNN]. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, although I would have 
liked to have seen us go much, much 
further than this amendment does, this 
amendment does one crucial thing, and 
that is to provide a floor for teenage 
mothers. Again, I would have liked to 
have seen us do more, but we do at 
least have the ability to give the 
States the flexibility so that they can 
provide vouchers for things such as dia
pers, clothing, school supplies, cribs 
and, instead of simply turning our 
backs on those with a crisis, with this 
we can actually step in and meet their 
basic needs. 

I think that it improves the bill dras
tically. And I would hope that every 
one would be supportive of this. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late the gentleman for attempting to 
improve this bill. But it does not im
prove it dramatically. Somewhere 
somebody got the idea that when some
one is 18 years old and they have a 
child that you punish the child. You 
just say that has to stop somewhere. 

And so they said, no cash benefits 
would go to the child, not even if the 
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child was under some type of adult su
pervision or that the child was kicked 
out of the home or the child had no 
place to go. Arbitrarily they said that 
just being 18 years old was enough by 
itself to deny benefits. A mandate, a 
mandate to the States. 

My God, the Council of Catholic 
Bishops said that this would encourage 
abortion. The cardinal is concerned 
about it. I do not know whether buying 
diapers is going to clear this thing up 
at all. I mean, we are saying to the kid 
that if you really think that it is the 
cash incentives, then maybe some of 
the people on the other side would 
think that the mother would have the 
child in order to get the diapers and 
school supplies, since you have this ir
rational logic that they are making ba
bies for the cash assistance. 

No, I do not really think you can per
fect this dramatically by just being 
kinder and gentler and the amendment 
does do that by providing for vouchers. 
But I think the whole world ought to 
see what is the intent behind the bill. 

Just being 18 years old, how long does 
the mother get for vouchers for school 
supplies or diapers? Does it go into 
clothing? Does it go into any other 
things? I mean, I will wait until the 
gentleman finishes, because I would 
like to yield to him and ask him. Since 
it is not written out here, you are 
going to dramatically improve this bill 
by allowing the mother that is 18 to 
get diapers and school supplies and 
what else? 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
it would be for particular goods and 
services specified by the State as suit
able for the care of the child, and then 
such as diapers, clothing, and school 
supplies. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, suppose there 
were some other need? How long does 
this go on? Is there a time certain that 
it is cut off? 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will continue to yield, 
this would provide the State with the 
option of providing the services for the 
child. 

Mr. RANGEL. Will it give the State 
the option to provide cash assistance, 
if in its wisdom that is what they 
wanted to do? After all, we have to re
alize that the government does not 
have the answer for everything. 

D 1815 
The gentleman trusts the Governors, 

doesn't he? Why will the gentleman not 
allow them to give cash assistance? 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, I did offer 
an amendment that was not ruled in 
order, and would have done exactly 
what the gentleman is advocating. 
However, because we did not pass that 

this morning, I am more than happy to 
step forward with something that pro
vides a level of care providing for 
vouchers, which is filling a gap in the 
bill. 

I do not disagree with the gentleman. 
I would just thank him for observing 
the need, and hope that he would sup
port the amendment, which would step 
in and fill what I see is a very large gap 
in the bill. I think the amendment does 
take one step. I would like to take a 
second step, but that was ruled out of 
order this morning. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I can
not congratulate the gentleman 
enough for being sensitive to the fact 
that we do not have the right to just 
arbitrarily pick some year in some
one's life and deny that child benefits. 

Somehow the gentleman has reached 
a point that he feels that maybe just 
allowing them, the States, to do the 
right thing, that that would dramati
cally change the bill. However, Mr. 
Chairman, I hope we see the way this is 
treated. 

That is the reason why I took time to 
oppose this, and probably in the final 
analysis my conscience will not allow 
me to do it, just to show the depth of 
the mean-spiritedness that is involved 
here. For the gentleman to have to 
come forward in the majority party 
and say ''Can the kid get some diapers, 
some clothes, or just something that 
the Governor may think is in the best 
interests of the children, of the child 
born to a teenager 18 years old," and 
then to be knocked down by his own 
majority party, because what did he 
want to do, the right thing? 

Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the sub
committee chairman, because I know 
in his heart he, too, wants to do the 
right thing. We were not governed by 
conscience here, we are governed by a 
contract. The gentleman signed that 
contract, by golly. It does not make 
any difference how many children, how 
many aged, how many sick are going to 
be hurt, he signed the contract and he 
has to keep it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding to me. 
• Mr. Chairman, I am delighted I 
caught him in such a good spirit here 
this evening. It is my opinion under 
the bill, and I hesitate, but I have to 
correct the gentleman from New York. 
This applies to only the 17 years and 
under. It is 18 years and older that are 
handled quite differently, so it is under 
18, it is not the 18-year-old mother. 

I would say here that under the 
present bill, it is my opinion when we 
say that the cash can be spent for the 
mother, that perhaps this could be 
done anyway. 

I would like to compliment the gen
tleman for his amendment. I think it is 
a good clarifying amendment. There 

has been a lot of disinformation out 
there. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
my time to the gentleman from Florida 
to answer some of my questions. I have 
already complimented the gentleman 
enough. I want to know why he did not 
see fit to support the gentleman who 
thought that if a baby came from 
someone 17 or a baby came from some
one 18, that the child should not be dis
criminated against because of the age 
of the mother. That is why I thought 
the gentleman stood up. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield to me, 
the reason we are talking about moth
ers under 18 being treated different 
than mothers over 18, through the 
hearing process we had witnesses that 
came in and they said that giving 
mothers under 18, and now we are talk
ing about 15-, 13-, and 14-year-olds as 
well, to give them cash benefits is 
nothing less than child abuse. 

We are talking about children the 
gentleman would not leave his cat with 
over the weekend, and we as a Federal 
Government are giving them cash, we 
are setting them up in housekeeping, 
and this is wrong. We need to correct 
it. These kids themselves should be in 
foster care, or in some type of group 
housing. 

Mr. Chairman, all we said was that 
mothers under 18, under 18, the monies 
can be spent for their benefit but they 
cannot be just handed out as cash. We 
strongly believe, and our witnesses 
have backed us up on this, that there is 
great evidence showing that the cash 
benefits are a lure to get pregnant and 
to really ruin their lives. 

Mr. Chairman, this was done out of 
kindness, not to save money, believe 
me. We will not save money through 
this. It will actually probably be more 
expensive, but it will be much more re
sponsible and will help the person rath
er than hurt them. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman ought to know that some of 
the witnesses were here, like the Car
dinal of the Archdiocese of New York 
and the Council of Bishops, Catholic 
Bishops. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
DEAL]. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand what the 
gentleman's amendment is attempting 
to do, and that is to overcome one of 
the negative mandates contained in the 
major bill. That is that the gentleman 
would prohibit any revenue or re
sources being given to those underage 
mothers. 

If the gentleman would like to clean 
up that part of the bill, if he would par
don the pun, boy, have I got a deal for 
him, and that is the Deal substitute, 
because we do exactly what the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has 
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suggested. Our bill says that we do not 
pay cash benefits to underage mothers, 
that they must be with an adult, a par
ent or a supervising adult; that they 
are required to go back to school to 
complete their education. 

This effort to simply in part address 
that issue with baby diapers or clothes 
is only a partial solution to it. We be
lieve that these underage mothers need 
to have the leverage placed upon them 
to make sure that they complete their 
education, to make sure that they do 
not establish independent households. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just simply 
suggest that the Deal substitute ad
dresses this problem in a more thor
ough and complete manner. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. MCCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman for his amendment. I 
think it does clarify that the base bill 
does in fact allow the States to spend 
their block grant money on services to 
women under the age of 18 who have 
babies out of wedlock, so I think that 
it is commendable to have that made 
clear for everyone. 

With respect to the bill of the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] I 
think it is a huge mistake to say that 
we are not going to give cash to the 
teenaged mother, but we are going to 
give cash to the mother of the teenaged 
mother. 

That to me is an even more insidious 
offer than the current system, when we 
have a young teenaged mother who is 
probably living in a home that is al
ready on public assistance, and we tell 
the head of that household "We will 
give you more cash; in fact, not just $70 
more for you having another baby, but 
$500 more for your daughter having a 
baby." That makes no sense at all. 

I think the Deal bill, however well
intentioned, is even further off base 
than the current law, so I am glad the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] 
cleared that up for us, too. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield l1/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the 
Bunn amendment. I congratulate the 
gentleman from Oregon for his very, 
very strong sensitivity to the plight of 
teenagers and those who may find 
themselves pregnant. 

His amendment, and I would have 
hoped that the rule would have made in 
order the cash payment as well, par
ticularly as it went through, as he 
would have envisioned, a responsible 
adult, a guardian, a grandmother, per-

haps, or a mother, so that it would act 
as a magnet to keep that child under 
the roof of that family and help to keep 
families together. 

Regrettably, that is not to be, but 
this amendment as it is offered will 
provide tangible assistance to these 
teenagers, and I think it is a very ap
propriate amendment. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman has brought up the point that 
the other gentleman just brought up. 
Admittedly, the bill is not clear on 
that. I can assure the gentleman that 
it will come up in the conference and 
there will be no doubt about that. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for that 
clarification. 

Given the issue of why, especially for 
teenagers, cash assistance is in their 
best interests, we are hoping to keep 
our young people in school. One of the 
costs associated with that goal is baby
sitting. A voucher, as best I can read 
it, is not going to accommodate that, 
so I would hope that that issue would 
be revisited, as well. 

Again, I want to thank the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN] for his 
leadership. It is very much appreciated, 
I think, by everyone who cares deeply, 
as we all do, about the plight of these 
teenagers. The gentleman needs to be 
congratulated. 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude my com
ments on this, and I have no other 
speakers, I would like to say that this 
amendment, although it does not go as 
far as many would like, including my
self, it does provide a solid base to 
meet the needs of teen mothers, wheth
er it is clothing, diapers, school sup
plies, and it gives the States some of 
the flexibility that they need. I think 
it does improve the bill. It may not 
make the bill what many want, but it 
goes in the right direction. I do not see 
any reason to oppose the amendment. I 
would encourage support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, as the 
designee of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS], and to extend debate, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
FORD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. I think 
it is clear that when we had this provi
sion of the bill before the committee, 
the Democrats tried very much to 
make sure that the cash benefit would 
not leave the child. I do not think that 
it is proper for us to try to fault the 
child for the parent's behavior. I just 

do not think that is an answer to this 
problem. Instead of guaranteeing that 
this money goes to the children, in
stead we are going to guarantee that it 
goes to the Governor, and hope for the 
best. 

This amendment that is offered here 
on the floor today recognizes that 
there is a problem by cutting off the 
cash benefits from those children who 
are born to unmarried women under 
the age of 18. That is a problem. We 
know that the teenaged pregnancy 
problem in America must be addressed, 
but there is no solution to this problem 
in the Personal Responsibility Act. 

If we look at the children that are 
born, born out of wedlock in this Na
tion, we know that that is a problem. 
It is a problem in other countries in 
this world. However, I do not think 
that we can point and say that a ma
jority of these children born out of 
wedlock or the problem of children 
born out of wedlock, illegitimacy, as 
the Republicans refer to these kids, I 
do not think that that is a problem 
that we are trying to solve in this Per
sonal Responsibility Act today, or the 
welfare problems of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that it is a 
fundamental mistake to walk away 
from our commitment to the children 
of this country. That is basically what 
we are doing. The Deal bill will offer 
another alternative, as the gentleman 
from Georgia has said earlier. He cer
tainly treats this differently, like the 
Democrats on the Committee on Ways 
and Means tried to get our colleagues 
on the Republican side to say yes to an 
amendment that would pass those cash 
benefits on if that mother of that child 
lived in the household, or under some 
supervised gathering in a house or a 
group home that the mother and the 
child both could live in. 

Instead, we now have an amendment 
before this House saying that what we 
want to do is pass on diapers and some 
other clothing for these kids. A good 
gesture, yes, we appreciate that, but 
what we should not be doing with this 
bill today in the Personal Responsibil
ity Act is saying to the children of this 
country "You are going to be held re
sponsible for the behavior of your par
ents." that is wrong. The bill is very 
cruel to those children, and snatching 
and taking away the cash benefit is not 
what we ought to be doing. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Florida, my distin
guished subcommittee chairman, who 
has refused all day to yield to Members 
on this side of the aisle, but I will be 
more than happy and gracious at this 
time to yield to him. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, with that 
gracious introduction, I would say to 
the gentleman that if my recollection 
is correct, in the committee the Demo
crats offered a substitute that would 
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take away benefits if the young mother 
did not attend school. Is that not the 
same thing, that he is punishing the 
child for the actions of the mother or 
omissions of the mother? 

Mr. FORD. Let me reclaim the time, 
Mr. Chairman. I have been kind enough 
to yield to the gentleman. I thank him 
for bringing that point out. 

We absolutely indicated strongly 
that we certainly wanted that mother 
to participate. If she was not willing to 
participate, to live at home with her 
mother, go back to school and graduate 
from high school, and also make sure 
that that child is taken care of, if she 
did not meet that self-sufficiency plan 
that would be set out by the Demo
crats, certainly we would do that. We 
would give her a chance. 

Mr. SHAW. Would that not be pun
ishing the child? 

Mr. FORD. Not giving her an oppor
tunity and a chance to go back to 
school, because we know that two
thirds of all high school graduates go 
into the work force on their own, that 
we would not have that problem today 
with these kids being dependent upon 
welfare. 

We think it would make them self
sufficient. But to cut the funds off from 
that child, to be that cruel and to be 
that mean, like the gentleman is being 
with his subcommittee bill, Mr. Chair
man, that was wrong. We told the 
chairman then that it was wrong. It is 
still wrong today, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SHAW. If the gentleman will fur
ther yield, would that not be taking 
the benefits away from the child? 
Would that not be terribly cruel? 
Would the gentleman not be penalizing 
the child by the omission of the mother 
to go back to school? 

D 1830 

Mr. FORD. But there were about 70 
scholars and researchers in this coun
try that suggested very strongly to us 
that there was no evidence that would 
suggest in any way that these teen 
mother were having these babies for 
the purpose of welfare benefits. There 
is no evidence to suggest that at all. 
You heard only the witnesses that I 
heard before the full Committee on 
Ways and Means as well as our sub
committee on ways and means. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I would just 
simply say I am opposed to this amend
ment. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I cannot find it in my heart to be as 
cruel to the gentleman for Oregon as 
his party has been to him, and as small 
as this token is, I want to thank him 
for having the courage to stand up with 
these people and at least to offer dia
pers, clothes, or something because the 
mother happened to be 17. 

It does not make any sense on our 
side of the aisle, but since you are cou
rageous enough to stand up against the 

people on the other side, especially 
those from the committee that is find
ing ways to be mean, then what I will 
do is just support this amendment and 
hope that perhaps this feeling might be 
generated among your colleagues to 
such an extent that they would be pre
pared to do the right thing and spare 
the children for whatever faults they 
find in his or her mother. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
WALKER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. BUNN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN] will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment number 8 printed in House Report 
104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 
JERSEY 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey: 

Page 34, strike line 1 and all that follows 
through line 15 and insert the following: 

"(5) NO ADDITIONAL CASH ASSISTANCE FOR 
CHILDREN BORN TO FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSIST
ANCE.-

"(A) GENERAL RULE.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide cash bene
fits for a minor child who is born to-

"(i) a recipient of benefits under the pro
gram operated under this part; or 

"(11) a person who received such benefits at 
any time during the 10-month period ending 
with the birth of the child. 

"(B) EXCEPTION FOR VOUCHERS.-Subpara
graph (A) shall not apply to vouchers which 
are provided in lieu of cash benefits and 
which are provided in lieu of cash benefits 
and which may be used only to pay for par
ticular goods and services specified by the 
State as suitable for the care of the child in
volved. 

"(C) EXCEPTION FOR RAPE OR INCEST.-Sub
paragraph (A) shall not apply with respect to 
a child who is born as a result of rape or in
cest. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and a Member 
opposed will each control 10 minutes. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I rise in opposi
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
McDERMOTT] will be the Member op-
posed. -

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the general 
thrust of welfare reform and I sincerely 
commend the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SHAW] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for their efforts in 
drafting legislation designed to end 
welfare as we know it. 

Mr. Chairman, some of us, however, 
opposed the rule this morning because 
we fear certain provisions of this bill 
will encourage abortion. But there is at 
least one other danger, that these pro
visions will trap children in the very 
cycle of perpetual poverty that the bill 
seeks to end. 

I am concerned that unless amended 
in some significant ways, H.R. 4 will 
have some very dire, albeit unintended 
consequences. 

I admit that the family cap exclusion 
has enormous surface appeal. Many 
Americans are fed up with people being 
on the dole. Americans want the abuse 
of the system to end. But I fear that 
one purported remedy, a cap on assist
ance for any additional children born 
to a woman on welfare, will severely 
hurt the weakest and most vulnerable 
people in our society, children. No one 
wants to do that. 

The two most predictable outcomes 
of the family cap child exclusion as 
written are the likely increase in the 
number of babies aborted by indigent 
women, many of whom will feel finan
cially trapped and abandoned, and the 
further impoverishment of children 
born to women on welfare. Both sce
narios are unacceptable. 

Over the years, numerous studies 
have shown that money, or more pre
cisely, the lack of it, heavily influences 
a woman's decision to abort her child. 
A major study that was done by the 
Allen Guttmacher Institute, a research 
organization associated with Planned 
Parenthood, found that 68 percent of 
women having abortions said they did 
so because they "could not afford to 
have the child now." 

Among 21 percent of the total sam
ple, this was the most important rea
son for the abortion. No other factor 
was cited more frequently as "most im
portant." 

Demographers have pointed out that 
''young, poor and minority women are 
more likely to have abortions than 
older more affluent women even 
though these same groups are more 
likely to oppose the right to abortion." 

Seven in 10, 70 percent, of women 
with incomes of less than $25,000 dis
approve of abortion compared with 52 
percent of the more affluent women. 
Yet the poorer women account for two
thirds, 67 percent, of the abortions. 

One expert observed, "Few would say 
that an abortion is a good thing, but 
many women who believe that abortion 
is wrong found themselves unable to 
support a child when they became preg
nant." This information backs up the 
Guttmacher study as well. 
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The family cap in my view is likely 

to tip the balance for each poor woman 
who feels that society has no real in
terest in the survival of her baby. She 
will get a powerfully negative message 
that her child has little or no value, es
pecially from those States like my own 
where Medicaid is available for abor
tion on demand. 

Then one of two things will happen. 
The woman will have an abortion, or 
the family will descend further into 
poverty. 

Mr. Chairman, the family cap child 
exclusion might present a close ques
tion if one could argue that the incre
mental payment for a new baby were 
really so high that it might encourage 
women and girls to get pregnant to 
have babies just to get welfare. But 
this concern simply evaporates when 
we look at the facts. 

The facts are that the additional as
sistance per child varies from State to 
State. But the median is about $57 per 
month. Out of this, the mother must 
pay for the child's clothing, shoes, dia
pers and other baby supplies, laundry 
and bus fare for medical checkups. 

According to statistics compiled by 
Catholic Charities, the low end cost for 
these items total about $88.50 per 
month, so the mother is $31.50 in the 
hole even before she begins paying for 
the child's other expenses. We simply 
mislead ourselves when we assume that 
this constitutes an incentive to have 
more babies. 

Mr. Chairman, there is much about 
the welfare system that needs chang
ing, much that does serve to trap peo
ple in the cycle of poverty and despair. 
But allowing the States to pay modest 
per child benefits is not one of those 
terrible things. On the contrary, it is a 
true safety net, a safety net against 
abortion under duress, a safety net 
against a descent further into poverty. 

My amendment would allow the 
States to provide goods and services 
designed to assist the child, it targets 
it, and it does so in a way that is prac
tical and is tangible. 

Mr. Chairman, I do strongly hope 
that my colleagues will support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very interest
ing amendment that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] brings 
forward. It raises a very interesting 
question. He spends a lot of time tell
ing us that people do not have babies 
to get more money out of the welfare 
system. My understanding that this 
whole business of a cap is designed to 
deal with these people who say, "You 
know, I need a few more bucks, I think 
I'll go have a baby." Anybody who 
would say a dumb thing like that has 
never had a child. 

In Texas, you get a second child, you 
get $25. I think if you asked most 
women if it is worth going through 
having a child for $25, it is pretty hard 
to find anybody who would say that 
that is the reason why they have a 
child. Most people get pregnant not be
cause they choose to a second time, 
failure of birth control, whatever, and 
the child is there. Then to say, well, 
let's give a voucher. 

Why is it that you will give a vouch
er to them but you will not give them 
the public assistance to actually rent 
an apartment with an extra bedroom? 
You are not going to let them have any 
cash. You are going to say, "Well, we 
know that you need diapers and we 
know that you need formula and we 
know you need these things. '' This is 
micromanagement of the very worst 
sort. 

You say to the States, "Here's your 
money. You decide what you are going 
to do." And then in this bill, you turn 
around and you want to start micro
managing down to the level of the 
number of diapers that a woman needs 
to buy for a child. 

That in my opinion is precisely what 
you say you do not want to do but you 
wind up doing it and kids are the ones 
who suffer from this. 

This whole idea that somehow chil
dren born to kids, and I say kids be
cause they are under 18, that those 
children should not be affected, that 
they are somehow going to have the 
money taken away from them, or that 
they are not wedded to somebody, 
somehow we are not going to care for 
them is the guts of what is wrong with 
this whole proposal. 

You have people here who are simply 
poor. Those peopJe need some money to 
deal with the situation. But you are 
now saying, "Well, we've put this cap 
on, it doesn't make any sense, but let's 
put a little provision in here for vouch
ers." 

I think despite the argument of the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], if I were a young woman and I 
thought, "Well, I've got one baby and 
I've got another one, now I'm pregnant, 
but I'm not going to have any money 
to take care of this kid, I think I'm 
going to get an abortion." What would 
prevent a woman from thinking that? 
Seems to me if she is halfway reason
able, she would say, "Why not get an 
abortion? There's no way that I can 
take care of this kid. My parents don't 
have any money, I was raised in pov
erty," whatever. 

We assume that all these children are 
going to go home to middle-class fami
lies making $75,000 a year, I guess. 

When you do this kind of stuff, you 
are simply promoting abortion. Those 
of you who care about abortion and 
want to prevent it ought to be looking 
at this family cap business and all this 
chicanery that is in this amendment to 
try to avoid that issue are simply pro-

moting that. I think that you ought to 
reconsider this and vote "no" on this 
amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO
VICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
am a mother of 5, a grandmother of 15, 
and a great grandmother of 3 and I am 
well acquainted with the cost and sac
rifices involved with raising a family. 
Diapers, bottles, blankets, booties, 
clothes, car seats, the list goes on and 
on. 

This is why I am very concerned with 
the so-called family cap. 

Although it is imperative that we 
discourage out of wedlock pregnancies, 
increasing the financial pressure on 
women faced with a crisis pregnancy 
lacks compassion and will undoubtedly 
cost the lives of many innocent unborn 
children. 

In addition, we should not go about 
the business of requiring States to dis
criminate against a child simply be
cause of his or her place in the family 
birth order. Once the choice is made to 
have a child we should ensure that 
children raised by welfare mothers are 
not unfairly penalized and suffer fur
ther the dire consequences of poverty. 

This is why I support the Smith 
amendment. This amendment would re
tain the essence of the family cap pro
visions by restricting direct cash bene
fits but would allow States the option 
of providing vouchers to pay for par
ticular goods and services specified by 
the State as suitable for the child in
volved. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. It is a kind and compas
sionate- choice to make. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield l1/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, we on the 
Ways and Means and the Subcommit
tee on Human Resources, we proposed 
to let States decide the circumstances 
under which cash benefits are paid and 
to let States choose to limit benefits 
when a child is born to a family al
ready on welfare. But you rejected 
that, the Republicans, and giving the 
States the flexibility in order to ad
minister this provision of the welfare 
program itself. 

One of my colleagues just leaned 
over, and I totally agree with him. 
What we are talking about on the 
amendment before and what we are 
talking about with these vouchers, I 
have enough K-Marts and other stores 
in my community back home in the 
district and I am sure that most of 
these mothers can find diapers and 
other commodities that they will need 
in the neighborhood stores. I do not 
think that we need to set up these big 
State bureaucracies to buy Pampers 
for the babies. I think we are dealing 
with the wrong issues here today. 
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I do not have a problem in g1vmg 

States the flexibility to choose and de
cide how they want to have all these 
benefits for these children, but I do not 
think we ought to be doing what we are 
doing today. 

Mr. Chairman, the Children's Defense 
Fund, I was just reading a pamphlet 
that says, "When it's budget cutting 
time, they always start with the easi
est targets." They have a Pamper on 
this baby with a target going right at 
the back of this baby. 

I think that exemplifies what the Re
publicans are trying to do to these ba
bies in America. As you talked about 
the Pampers being put on vouchers and 
giving the authority to States to set up 
this bureaucracy, I just want you to 
know that these are the Pampers that 
you would be targeting. 

D 1845 
Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN]. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and I certainly understand 
the objective of what our colleagues on 
this side are trying to do in terms of 
cleaning up the bill that is before us. 
But once again I will just say, "Have 
we got a deal for you." This is already 
in the Deal substitute. 

As we look at what we are trying to 
do in the modifying the family cap pro
visions in the bill giving these States 
the options, we already give the States 
the option to do this. We give them the 
option of setting a family cap if they 
choose so to do, we give them the op
tion of initiating voucher programs if 
they choose so to do, and I just think 
it is really important that we do not 
mandate upon these States family caps 
which they have to then operate 
through again 50 State bureaucracies. 
We give them the option; we give them 
the parameters to work within. 

And that is exactly what the bill 
does, the Deal bill does. So I certainly 
would encourage my colleagues to look 
closely at what is already out there. 

We all enjoy talking, but it is impor
tant to know it is already there. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of 
things we are divided on in this House, 
as you can tell from listening, if you 
have been listening out there on C
Span. But one thing most Americans 
feel strongly about is that we need to 
reform welfare. We are divided about 
abortions and issues such as a pro-life 
amendment or pro-life vote, but most 
of us believe if we do not do something 
to stem the tide of illegitimacy in this 
country we are going to ruin the fabric 
of our society. I do not think any cul-

ture can sustain itself when you have 
an illegitimacy rate at the levels we do 
now. 

Having said that, the question al
ways becomes: What about the chil
dren? I am a pro-life candidate, I am a 
Republican, I want to reform things I 
think for the good of my country. But 
what about the children? To me this 
accommodation is a realistic, real 
world accommodation that meets the 
needs of the children. Nobody wants to 
subsidize immoral or illegitimacies in 
the country, nobody wants taxpayers' 
money spent for having one baby after 
another out of wedlock. But the same 
people as myself want to make sure 
those children have a start in life, and 
I then do not want to foster abortions 
trying to reform welfare. 

This amendment allows the money 
and products to go to the child's needs, 
and it is not a blank check by the Fed
eral Government to say go do what you 
want to, have another one if you want 
to. This addresses the needs of chil
dren, it is a directed amendment that I 
think accommodates a lot of compet
ing interests, and I am very proud to 
support it because I care about the 
children. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, again I cannot turn 
my back on those people who have the 
courage to try to find a decent theme 
in this type of thing. I cannot see, how
ever, how this really changes the direc
tion in which the bill would be going, 
just to give the vouchers to these addi
tional children. 

But I do hope that we recognize that 
the bill that is before us is really tak
ing the Federal Government out of all 
responsibility to take care of our poor, 
of our children, of our sick and our 
aged, and I guess it is a part of an over
all scheme to say that those people on 
the local level, those in the cities and 
those in the State, that they know bet
ter than we in Washington. And if that 
is so, why do we not give them full dis
cretion to do everything? Why is it 
that we see fit to say that we do not 
want any strings attached to the gov
ernors when it comes to doing the 
mean-spirited things, but we are just 
saying that they may provide such 
vouchers? Why can we not say if they 
want to a provide cash assistance, let 
them do that too? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. I just want to say that I think 
this is a superb amendment and I con
gratulate the gentleman from New Jer
sey. 

This is very important, not to trans
fer more serious problems on the kids 
of the poor than they already have. 

So I salute the gentleman. I hope ev
eryone supports it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has l1/2 
minutes reminding, the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] has 
2% minutes remainding, and the gen
tleman from Washington has the right 
to close. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. MR. Chairman, I 
just want to bring to your attention on 
February 23, 1995, there was a letter 
signed by the Governors who have 
been, in fact, in support of your bill. 
However, on this particular issue they 
have asked us to oppose it and give the 
flexibility to them to do this. 

So I think my colleagues should take 
that into consideration, that they want 
the flexibility, and that, in fact, was 
why it was put the way it was in the 
Deal bill. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I was in the other 
room watching it on TV and all of a 
sudden I thought, you know, we are 
talking about bureaucracy but what we 
are really talking about is a program 
somewhat like one that I have heard 
over and over touted from the opposite 
side. WIC. A voucher program is what 
we use in WIC. For those who do not 
know, that is where we give that 
voucher. It says you can go to the local 
store, your K-Mart or whatever and 
you pick up the things you need, and 
this is where you get diapers or what
ever and you just send that in through 
the system and they say it works real 
well. In fact, I have heard from my 
Democrat colleagues now for over a 
month how great the WIC Program is. 

I think when we look at this we need 
to realize that we are telling the States 
you have another great option as you 
need to meet the needs of those little 
children and we want to make sure 
that money gets to kids, not to drugs. 
And this will get to kids, not to drugs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has one
half minute remaining, and the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. 
McDERMOTT] has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself the remainder of 
the time just to strongly urge Members 
to vote yes on this amendment. Those 
who would have preferred cash pay
ments, that is not what is in the under
lying bill. It is very likely not going to 
be an option. 

On a dollar-for-dollar basis, empow
ering the States with the Flexibility 
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we are saying the voucher is targeted 
to help assist the child, to help the 
mother who is the custodian of this 
voucher to provide the best available 
care. It is a modest amount of money. 

I was one of those who led the effort 
when my Democratic Governor, Jim 
Florio, led the effort to stop the cash 
payments in New Jersey, and that is 
what sensitized me to this voucher to 
at least provide support to the chil
dren. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think what people 
need to understand is this is a fig leaf. 
After you slash in the rescissions bill 
the WIC Program to bi ts, then I get the 
gentlewoman from Washington stand
ing up here and saying the WIC Pro
gram is a great program when she 
voted and all of the rest of you voted to 
slash that program. 

The next thing we come to is food 
stamps. It is a voucher program but in 
this bill you want to get rid of it. Now 
this is a fig leaf on the issue of whether 
you are going to punish women who get 
pregnant. People who get pregnant are 
not doing it to get 25 extra bucks in 
the State of Texas. People are getting 
pregnant for a whole lot of reasons, but 
it is not because they want to get more 
money out of the system, and when you 
punish the woman you are punishing 
the kids. And there is no way around 
it. 

This whole bill is directed at punish
ing children. And I say we ought to 
vote against this, and of course against 
the bill, because this bill is unfair to 
kids. 

If you want to pick on adults you 
ought to pick on adults some other 
way, but not pick on adults and think 
you are not picking on kids. You are 
picking on them; you are going to hurt 
them. Anything that takes away in 
those first years what kids need hurts, 
stunts their development. You are 
going to pay for it in the long run. It is 
like the Fram commercial, you either 
pay for it up front or you are going to 
pay for it forever. 

I hear all of those people talk about 
the costs of prisoners and prisons, 
$27,000, $30,000, $40,000 a year. You do 
not mind that because that is not in 
this year's budget. That is in about the 
year 2015 when you pick up this kind of 
stuff. 

I say that this kind of punishment 
should not go on on this floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman,· as the 
designee of Chairman ARCHER, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to strike 
the last word to clear up a few things 
that have been said about the bill in 
general. The gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. McDERMOTT] earlier implied 

that we are through this amendment 
micromanaging the States' program. 
That is nowhere close to the truth. 

In fact the language of the amend
ment is as follows: "Subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply to vouchers which are 
provided in lieu of cash benefits and 
which may be used only to pay for par
ticular goods and services specified by 
the State as suitable for the care of the 
child involved." As specified by the 
State; we are not micromanaging a 
thing, we are giving that power to the 
States. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey for his amendment, 
not because it adds anything to the bill 
but because it clarifies that the under
lying bill gives States the right to use 
their block grant money to provide 
services, not cash, but services to chil
dren, to women under 18, to women on 
welfare who have another baby. The 
bill already allows that, but I con
gratulate the gentleman for his amend
ment and making it clear that we do 
allow that. 

I want to clear up a couple of other 
things, one of them is the WIC Pro
gram. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCRERY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas for that 
purpose. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I had 
not intended to take part in this de
bate but the gentleman from Washing
ton indicated that the WIC Program 
was slashed in regards to the rescission 
program. Let me point out there was 
$125 million in that account, and the 
rescission program cut $25 million. 
There is still $100 million in the ac
count. That is within the agriculture 
budget. 

Most of us on the Committee on Ag
riculture, if not all, understand that 
the WIC Program is a very important 
program. Most of us also understand 
they have an 86 percent participation 
rate. They are advertising on national 
radio to encourage more people to par
ticipate. There has to be some level 
there where you are spending money on 
advertising hopefully to get it up to all 
people who are deemed eligible, but 
there is $100 million in there right now 
that is not even spent. 

It was under the WIC Program that 
we took money from the crop insur
ance program to spend more on WIC. 
Nobody is slashing this program; $500 
million in authorization, subject to ap
propriations, more in the WIC Program 
than last year. This is simply not accu
rate. 

I thank the gentleman for giving me 
the opportunity to set the record 
straight. 

Mr. McCRERY. I appreciate the gen
tleman making it clear that the rescis
sion package did not slash the WIC 
Program, and I would like to point out 

this bill does not slash the WIC Pro
gram. In fact, just the opposite. We 
provide more money for WIC, not less, 
even more money than the CBO base
line predicted would be required for 
WIC. 

So I appreciate the gentleman's com
ments. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCRERY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] for a 
little explanation. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I would 
like to compliment the gentleman 
from New Jersey, as I did earlier the 
gentleman from Oregon, in putting in 
what I consider to be clarifying amend
ments. 

For the life of me I cannot under
stand the opposition we are getting 
from the other side when if there was 
any question as to how this money 
could be spent for the benefit of this 
person, this is moving it, by clarifica
tion we are showing we are not as far 
apart from the minority as it would ap
pear. So for the life of me I cannot un
derstand. Some people may think we 
are moving toward the minority posi
tion and they stand up and oppose it. I 
do not understand, but I guess that is 
politics, but politics is one thing I wish 
we would get off of this floor for the 
moment and take care of the poor of 
this country and take care of the chil
dren of this country and get on with 
the business at hand. 

Mr. McCRERY. I appreciate the gen
tleman's comments. 

With respect to the comments of the 
gentlewoman from Arkansas [Mrs. LIN
COLN] one more time about what a 
sweet deal the Deal substitute is, 
again, the Deal substitute would allow 
cash benefits to be paid to women and 
welfare to have an additional. child. We 
think it is simply too important to 
send the correct message for a change 
in this country to women who are on 
welfare, to tell them we are not going 
to give you cash for additional chil
dren. We think that is so important 
that we must dictate to the States that 
they cannot use the block grant funds 
to give additional cash benefits to 
women who are already on welfare and 
choose to have another baby. That 
message has got to be sent; we choose 
to send it. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCRERY. I am glad to yield. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. We already give that 

option to the States. And certainly 
many States have already pilot 
projects like the State of Arkansas. 

D 1900 
Mr. McCRERY. Reclaiming my time, 

I understand that. We made it clear the 
States will have that option, but we 
say our system has failed for too long 
by encouraging people on welfare to 
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continue in that status, by holding out 
the lure of cash benefits from the Gov
ernment to have more children. That is 
wrong. We are going to correct it. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, to 
extend the debate, I move to strike the 
last word, and ask unanimous consent 
to merge that additional time with this 
time I am currently controlling. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
that right. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just have to respond. 
The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 

McCRERY] is one of my favorites on the 
other side, because he is real honest. 
He stands up, and he says right out, 
"We, the Federal Government, have de
cided that the States cannot give 
money.'' 

Now, I say to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. McCRERY], that is 
micromanaging what the Governors 
and the State legislatures can do, and 
you and I do 10t disagree on that, I 
guess. We are telling them, "You can
not do it.'' We are reaching down in to 
those State legislatures and making 
that decision for them. 

My view, and the amendment that I 
offered in committee, was to say let 
the States decide what they are going 
to do. We are giving them a lot less 
money. 

I listened to all of these people say 
we are giving more in this program and 
giving more in that program and giving 
more in this. How are you saving $70 
billion if you are giving more in each 
section of the bill? I mean, it sort of 
defies logic that you can give more ev
erywhere and not in the end wind up 
taking it away from somewhere. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. MCCRERY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding, and certainly we 
are micromanaging to that extent. 
However, I was responding earlier to 
the gentleman's comments about us 
specifying in this amendment the num
ber of diapers that can be purchased. 
We do not do that, and you know that. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Reclaiming my 
time, what you do is take away the 
State's ability to decide with the lim
ited amount of money they are now 
going to have; the State of Washington 
is now working on a budget, thinking 
what they are going to get from us. 
Suddenly they are going to get a cut. 
They are going to have to go back in 
session and decide with a limited 
amount of money how they are going 
to deal with this. 

One of the things you are saying to 
them is, "You cannot give cash bene
fits." I object to that. If you are going 

to give limited money to the States, 
let them have the full responsibility. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just ask a couple of questions for my 
own clarification here. We hear a 
mixed signal here. We are going to give 
block grants. To me when you give a 
block grant, you say to the Governor 
and the State legislature, "OK, here it 
is, guys, you have got to cover all of 
these contingencies. You have got to 
cover the WIC programs, the refund
able programs," and what have you, 
and now, as this amendment says, not 
unlike the food stamp program, and I 
do not mean to be clever on this, but it 
would seem to me there is room for 
abuse if you give vouchers for diapers 
or what have you. You know, there are 
certain things you cannot buy with 
food stamps. If you have · vouchers for 
diapers or what have you, what is to 
keep unscrupulous people from taking 
a voucher for diapers and trading it for 
a six-pack or what have you? Just be
cause you have restrictions it only can 
be used does not mean it is going to 
guarantee that that is what the money 
is going to go for. 

So to me, I am a little bit confused 
about the concept of total, total block 
grants, and then when you get back to 
the situation where you are going to 
micromanage, here is what you can do, 
here is what you can do, here is what 
you cannot do. If you are going to give 
block grants, for God's sakes, do the 
block grants and say, "Guys, do the 
best you can, if you want to do the pro
grams." That is the reason we had such 
an uproar, and we are so concerned 
about making a pool of money to give 
tax breaks to folks at the expense of 
children. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Just to re
spond briefly, the gentleman raised the 
potential for fraud or misusing the 
vouchers as food stamps are often mis
used or at times misused. 

I would submit to you that cash lends 
itself to misuse to a greater degree 
than a voucher. The voucher would be 
harder to sell and to peddle on some 
kind of black market than the misuse 
of cash. So we would be more apt to 
target the money towards the child 
with the voucher. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Reclaiming my 
time, that is a value judgment about 
these young women which I do not 
think you have a right to make. I do 
not think you have any evidence to 
support that. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Just very quickly in one sentence, let 
us not forget that what we are doing 
right now, we are talking about a 
choice between what is in the bill and 
adding this to the bill. If you are 
against adding this to the bill, then 
vote no. If you think that this brings 
the Republican side a little closer, even 
though it might be millimeters closer 
to where you are, then vote for it. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I am sure you will 
support the amendment. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield to the gen
tlewoman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. I would just like to 
add to the comments by the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. McDERMOTT]. As 
I went back to my office, people were 
asking questions about the debate we 
were having. We have to make clear we 
are comparing apples and oranges. We 
have current law, a program that has 
had a great deal of attention. School 
lunches, you have current law, what 
current law would spend next year. We 
have block grants, and that is less. We 
are dealing with two different things. 
We should not forget, and I would like 
to say this, is that when you go into 
block grants, you cannot say what you 
are going to do. The Committee on Ap
propriations will. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired on this amendment. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] will be post
poned. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, proceedings will now resume on 
those amendments on which further 
proceedings were postponed, in the fol
lowing order: Amendment No. 1 offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER]; amendments en bloc offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER]; amendment No. 3 offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]; 
amendment No. 7 offered by the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN]; and 
amendment No. 8 offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Did the Chair say 
the first amendment to be voted on is 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]? 
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The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 

That will be No. 1. 
The votes will be as follows: a 15-

minute vote on amendment No. 1 of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER], a 5-minute vote on the 
en bloc amendments offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], a 
5-minute vote on amendment No. 3 of
fered by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. TALENT] a 5-minute vote on 
amendment No. 7 offered by the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN], and a 
5-minute vote on amendment No. 8 of
fered by the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. SMITH]. 

One of the amendments offered was 
agreed to without a recorded vote 
being required. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 1 printed in House 
Report No. 104-85 offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] on 
which further proceedings were post
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 228, noes 203, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakls 
Biiley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 

[Roll No. 257] 
AYES-228 

Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks <CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 

Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nuss le 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevm 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazlo 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Foglletta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 

NOES-203 

Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson <SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 

Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smlth(TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tlahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Mfume 
M1ller(CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Neumann 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 

Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 

Doyle 

Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 

NOT VOTING-3 
Edwards 

D 1924 

Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Flake 

Mr. NEUMANN changed his vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to be recorded as voting no on No. 
257, the Archer amendment. Due to a 
delay in getting back, I missed the 
vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider the first of a series of four 5-
minute votes. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED 

BY MR. ARCHER 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendments en bloc, as modi
fied, offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendments en bloc, as modified. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ments en bloc, as modified. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 249, noes 177, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakls 
Biiley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon ma 
Bono 
Borski 
Brewster 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 

[Roll No. 258] 
AYES-249 

Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub In 
Cunningham 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 

Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
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Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Ham1lton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBlondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanov1ch 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

NOES-177 

Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Foglletta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Klink 

Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slsisky 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

La Falce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakiey 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
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Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 

Bachus 
Christensen 
Doyle 

Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 

NOT VOTING-8 
Edwards 
Flake 
Rush 

0 1933 

Torr1cell1 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 

Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. COSTELLO, 
and Ms. MOLIN ARI changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendments en bloc, as modi
fied, were agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
let the record reflect that I would have 
voted yes in favor of the en bloc 
amendment offered by the committee 
chairman, the gentleman from Texas, 
[Mr. ARCHER]. I was unavoidably de
tained. Had I been here, I would have 
voted aye. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, during 
rollcall vote Nos. 257 and 258 on H.R. 4, 
I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present I would have voted "no" on 
H.R. 257 and "no" on H.R. 258. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I was unavailable 
to cast my vote on the Archer en bloc amend
ment, rollcall No. 258. I had been in a meeting 
off the floor during this 5-minute vote, and was 
unable to return to the floor before the 5-
minute period had ended. Had I been present 
I would have voted "no" on the Archer en bloc 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TALENT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] on 
which further proceedings were post
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
designate the amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A record vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 96, noes 337, 
answered not voting 1, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Barr 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bil bray 
Boehner 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TN) 
Burr 
Buyer 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Coble 
Coburn 
Cooley 
CraPo 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Funderburk 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Becerra 
Be Henson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
B111rakls 
Bishop 
Bl!ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 

(Roll No. 259) 

AYES-96 
Gephardt 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Graham 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayworth 
H1lleary 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Hutchinson 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (SD) 
King 
Kingston 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Lucas 
McHale 
Mcinnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 

NOES-337 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglletta 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frlsa 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
GeJdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 

8795 

Metcalf 
Mica 
Minge 
Norwood 
Paxon 
Pombo 
Roemer 
Roth 
Royce 
Sanford 
Scarborough 
Schroeder 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Smith (MI) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Wamp 
Ward 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Berger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 

· KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Lantos 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
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Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lincoln 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Nuss le 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 

NOT VOTING-1 
Edwards 

0 1942 

Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(TX) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torr1cell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt <NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Mrs. CHENOWETH and Messrs. 
BONO, BARRETT of Nebraska, and BE
REUTER changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. WARD and Mr. ISTOOK changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The results of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUNN OF OREGON 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. BUNN] on 
which further proceedings were post
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 351, noes 81, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B1llrakls 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay . 
Deutsch 
D1az-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 

[Roll No. 260] 

AYES-351 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frtsa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne {VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Rahall 

Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 

Abercrombie 
Becerra 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI} 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Deal 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Evans 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 

Edwards 

Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sislsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smlth(TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Tlahrt 
Torrtcell1 

NOE~l 

Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hostettler 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kolbe 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lofgren 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meek 
M1ller (CA) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Nadler 
Orton 
Owens 
Parker 

NOT VOTING-2 
Frank (MA) 

0 1952 

Traflcant 
Upton 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wllson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Reynolds 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Schumer 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Tanner 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Yates 

Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. SCHU
MER, and Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mrs. CUBIN, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and 
Messrs. WILLIAMS, SHAYS, ENGEL, 
and SERRANO changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 

JERSEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the request for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 8 printed in House 
Report 104-85 offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 352, noes 80, 
not voting 2, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
B!lbray 
B111rak!s 
Bl!ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon!lla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll!ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 

[Roll No. 261) 

AYES-352 

Dickey 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
F!lner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
G!lchrest 
G!llmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Ham!lton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
H!lleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mfume 
Mica 
M!ller (FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petr! 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Qu!llen 
Quinn 
Radanovlch 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 

Abercrombie 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Coll!ns (IL) 
Coll!ns (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Deal 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Evans 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Ford 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 

Edwards 

Royce 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 

NOES-80 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
H!lliard 
Hinchey 
Hostettler 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kolbe 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lofgren 
Matsui 
McDermott 
Mcintosh 
McKinney 
Meek 
Meyers 
M!ller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Neumann 
Owens 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 

NOT VOTING-2 
Frank (MA) 

0 1954 

Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Tlahrt 
Torres 
Traf!cant 
Upton 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanov!ch 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
W1lliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Pickett 
Reynolds 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Scarborough 
Schumer 
Shays 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Tanner 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torr!cell! 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Yates 

Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr. SANFORD 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WYDEN 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WYDEN: Page 

60, line 8, insert ", using adult relatives as 
the preferred placement for children sepa
rated from their parents if such relatives 
meet all State child protection standards" 
before the semicolon. 

Page 72, line 4, insert "(a) IN GENERAL.-" 
before "Each State". 

Page 72, after line 20, insert the following: 
" (b) PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN WITH REL

ATIVES.-A State to which a grant is made 
under this part may consider-

" (1 ) establishing a new type of foster care 
placement, which could be considered a per
manent placement, for children who are sep
arated from their parents (in this subsection 
referred to as 'kinship care') under which-

"(A) adult relatives of such children would 
be the preferred placement option if such rel
atives meet all relevant child protection 
standards established by the State; 

" (B) the State would make a needs-based 
payment and provide supportive services, as 
appropriate, with respect to children placed 
in a kinship care arrangement; and 

"(2) in placing children for adoption, giv
ing preference to adult relatives who meet 
applicable adoption standards (Including 
those acting as foster parents of such chil
dren) . 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
WYDEN] will be recognized for 10 min
utes , and a Member in opposition will 
be recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, I know of no opposition to 
the amendment, and I would claim the 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon, Mr. WYDEN. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would encourage our 
States to utilize the Nation's grand
parents, with their vast treasury of 
love and practical experience, to help 
our youngsters who might otherwise be 
abandoned or put in foster care facili
ties, or put up for adoption. 

From across the country in recent 
months I have heard from grandparents 
who often are not informed at all by 
child protection agencies in their 
States when their grandchildren are 
moved to foster care facilities or put 
up for adoption. 

We all know that when children are 
separated from their parents, it is usu
ally a painful and traumatic experi
ence. Living with grandparents they 
know and trust gives them a better op
portunity in the world. 

This amendment would strengthen 
the ability of families to rely on their 
own family members as resources, and 
would promote self-reliance within our 
families and within our communities. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to empha
size that this amendment is not pre
scriptive. It is a permissive one. It 
would simply offer to the States to use 
the Nation's grandparents when those 
grandparents meet child safety protec
tion standards. This amendment is sup
ported by the American Association of 
Retired Persons, the National Coali
tion of Grandparents, and grandparents 
organizations from across the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say 
that the majority has been extremely 
helpful in the developing of this 
amendment, for which I appreciate 
their assistance. 
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Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WYDEN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Florida. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to compliment the gentleman for a 
very wise amendment. Being a grand
father of five myself, I can certainly 
appreciate the full impact to which the 
gentleman speaks, and I think he 
brings a very good element to the bill. 
I plan to support it. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of a 
provision in this bill that will make a 
dramatic difference for the kids in this 
country who are waiting for placement 
in adoptive homes. 

Since the early 1980's, adoption place
ment agencies have been discriminat
ing against these kids and prospective 
parents because of their race. Under 
guidelines that the Department of 
Health and Human Services sent out to 
State agencies back in 1981, race is one 
of the factors that can be used in plac
ing children in adoptive homes. 

In practice, when the actual place
ment is made by the agencies, race 
often becomes the sole matching factor 
that social workers use in making 
these decisions. 

The result of this has been that mi
nority children end up waiting twice as 
long in foster care as white children. 
And black children, while only con
stituting 14 percent of the child popu
lation, now account for over 40 percent 
of the children in foster care. 

Since black families only make up 
12.5 percent of the population, this has 
led Randall Kennedy, the black Har
vard law professor, to note that "even 
if you do a super job of recruiting, in 
Massachusetts, where only 5 percent of 
the population is black and nearly half 
the kids in need of homes are black, 
you are still going to have a problf~m." 

This is not an indictment of the 
black community. Black Americans 
have a long tradition of " taking care of 
their own" through informal adoption, 
kinship care, and other arrangements 
that are not made public and do not 
show up in official counts. 

But, given all that the black commu
nity has done, and given 20 years of 
Federal money going for minority re
cruitment, we still have a large num
ber of black children with no place to 
call home. 

A provision in the Republican welfare 
bill will help solve this problem. It 
would deny Federal funds to any agen
cy that uses race as a criteria in plac
ing children in adoptive homes. It is a 
color-blind provision that will help a 
lot of children get out of foster care 
into permanent loving homes, and I 

think is consistent with our Nation's 
civil rights laws. 

Last year, Senator METZENBAUM got 
a provision included in the minority 
health amendment bill that originally 
would have done what we are trying to 
do in this welfare reform bill. But by 
the time the so-called child advocates 
got a whiff of this and helped get it wa
tered down in conference, the provision 
only codified the then-current practice 
that Senator METZENBAUM was origi
nally trying to overturn. 

Since the Metzenbaum bill passed, 43 
States have interpreted this law to 
mean that they can use race to hold up 
children in foster care. But, now Sen
ator METZENBAUM has indicated that he 
would like to see his bill repealed so 
that kids are not tied up in foster care 
just because of the color of their skin. 

Back in the late 1960's and 1970's, 
more than 10,000 black children were 
adopted by white parents. Research 
and countless studies clearly show that 
these childr.en know who they are, feel 
good about themselves, and do well in 
school. Until HHS handed down the de
luded 1981 guidelines, this was a prac
tice that was working. 

I know that this is true because I 
have personal experience in this mat
ter. Two of my daughters have adopted 
minority children-one that is Korean, 
one that is biracial. And I can attest to 
how well this has worked out for my 
family. The children are happy and 
doing well, and they have made my 
family a brighter and happier one. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a difference 
between a policy that is based on race 
and one that is sensitive to race. A pol
icy that prohibits delaying the place
ment of a child into an adoptive home 
because of race is not insensitive to 
race as a cultural issue, but cognizant 
of the fact that the defining variable 
here is not race but a loving home. 

Potential parents should be judged 
by the love in their hearts, not the 
color of their skin. Potential adoptive 
children should be judged not by the 
color of their skin but by their needs as 
children. 

The new policy in this welfare reform . 
bill would accomplish an end to the 
sacrifice of tens of thousands of minor
ity children, on the al tar of political 
correctness. It is one of the best provi
sions in this entire bill, and one that I 
believe will really help improve the 
race relations in our country. 

But, most importantly, it will help 
the kids who are in limbo now, stuck in 
foster homes only because of their skin 
color. That is sad, Mr. Chairman, and 
it is wrong. I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill and make a difference 
in these children's lives. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman 
offered this amendment, basically what 
he was doing was repeal the Metzen
baum provisions that were passed in 
the last Congress, is that correct? 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. That is 
correct. 

Mr. FORD. Therefore, we would go 
back to language prior to the Metzen
baum bill passed last year? 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. The Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, basically, 
we know there are many, many kids of 
minority who are trapped into foster 
care simply because they cannot find 
parents who will adopt them, and I also 
would like to make note that it was 
the Personal Responsibility Act by the 
Republicans, under the tax cut plan, 
that gave a $5,000 tax credit, but it is 
nonrefundable. 

Many of the kids that the gentleman 
takes reference to today will remain in 
foster care facilities simply because 
people who are working and making 
$20,000 and $30,000 a year will not be 
able to receive that tax credit. 

Once again, only the weal thy and 
rich of this Nation will be able to re
ceive the tax credit to adopt these kids 
that the gentleman is trying to help, 
and I support the gentleman's concept. 
I am not in opposition to it. 

I think those in the country of bira
cial adoptions, I have no problem with 
that, but in the gentleman's tax cut 
bill, he comes back and creates a prob
lem for minorities who are working 
and other people who have low incomes 
who are making $20,000 and $30,000 a 
year. 

The tax cut plan under the Repub
licans, under their Contract With 
America, it does just what the gen
tleman is trying to do for rich people, 
but it takes it away from the working 
poor of this country. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. FORD] realizes we are dis
cussing the welfare reform bill, and 
when we get to the tax bill I will be 
more than happy to debate the issue 
with the gentleman on the $5,000 credit 
for adoption. 

Mr. FORD. If the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, absolutely, Mr. Chair
man. I appreciate that, and I under
stand that. However, $69.4 billion in 
this 5-year window that will be saved 
will go to offset the $189 million tax 
cut for a 5-year period as well. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. It is pos
sible that that could be, but it is im
probable that we will need it. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I want to commend the gen
tleman for his amendment. I think this 
is what we were trying to do in the 
conference committee last year with 
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Senator Metzenbaum, and I think we 
got some bad advice from HHS on some 
language. 

I just want to thank the gentleman 
for bringing this amendment to the 
floor. 

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. I thank 
the gentleman, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WAITS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, 
children need love. Children need families. 
Children need consistency and unity as they 
grow up. 

The best place to get the fundamentals of 
life is with their own families, if possible-if 
not, other permanent measures for the chil
dren's stability should be the primary objec
tive. 

In most cases, the two-parent family, along 
with other family members contribute positively 
in a child's life. Family should be considered 
as a majer factor in the equation of solving the 
welfare problem. Before making the automatic 
assumption that people should be swept into 
the welfare trap, the State should be given the 
flexibility to consider the eligibility of a member 
of the kinship care network-a grandparent, a 
noncustodial parent perhaps, or even an aunt 
or uncle. 

I urge you to support this very pro-family 
proposal as an important and integral part of 
the House welfare reform package. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
D 2015 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment number 11 printed 
in House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. WOOLSEY: 
Page 74, line 8, strike "Secretary" and insert 
"Attorney General of the United States". 

Page 74, line 9, insert "by contract" after 
"operate". 

Page 74, line 15, strike "Secretary" and in
sert "Attorney General of the United 
States". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. WOOLSEY] and a Member opposed 
will each control 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
see any opposition on the floor, but I 
would claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Woolsey/Ramstad amendment is 
a technical amendment that corrects 
an inadvertent error made during the 
drafting of H.R. 1214. 

Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that it is 
in our bipartisan best interest to pro-
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tect programs for missing and ex
ploited children. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for his sup
port. 

Mr. Chairman, in October of 1993, 13-
year-old Polly Klaas was abducted by a 
stranger from her home in Petaluma, 
which is in my district. I know that 
many of my colleagues are aware of 
this tragic story. But what many of my 
colleagues may not be aware of is that 
an important role was played by the 
National Center for Missing and Ex
ploited Children in the search for 
Polly. 

The Center alerted 17,000 police de
partments nationwide. They broadcast 
public service announcements on all 
the major television networks. they 
distributed sketches of Polly and her 
abductor through the network of near
ly 400 private sector partners. The Cen
ter has provided these same crucial 
services in searches for almost 40,000 
children nationwide. This amendment 
preserves the effectiveness of the Cen
ter's programs by keeping these pro
grams in the Department of Justice 
where they now reside. This is nec
essary because H.R. 4 repeals the Miss
ing Children's Act which among other 
things establishes the National Center 
for Missing and Exploited Children. 

In order to ensure that the Center 
continues to operate, H.R. 4 also au
thorizes the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to establish and oper
ate the Clearinghouse and Hot Line for 
Missing and Runaway Children. How
ever, under the current congressional 
mandate in the Missing Children's Act, 
it is the Department of Justice which 
works in partnership with the Center 
to operate the clearinghouse and hot 
line. 

The Woolsey-Ramstad amendment 
moves the authority back to the Attor
ney General, in the Department of Jus
tice, and gives her continued authority 
to contract with the National Center 
for Missing and Exploited Children to 
operate the clearinghouse and the hot 
line. This amendment is strongly sup
ported by both the National Center for 
Missing and Exploited Children and the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. Chairman, it is crucial that the 
Center and the Department of Justice 
continue their 10-year partnership to 
protect our most precious national re
source, our children. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding and also for her co
sponsorship of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this amendment. 

As the author of the Jacob 
Wetterling Crimes against Children 
Act, I know the importance of main
taining a partnership between the Jus
tice Department and the National Cen
ter for Missing and Exploited Children. 

Last year alone, Mr. Chairman, the 
Justice Department reported that over 

114,000 children in this country were 
targets of attempted abduction. Fortu
nately, the National Center is doing an 
outstanding job to both recover ab
ducted children and prevent abductions 
in the first place. 

The Center's toll-free hot line has 
logged over 750,000 calls since 1984. 
Each week the Center distributes lit
erally millions of photographs of miss
ing children and many of these are 
high-tech, age-enhanced photos. In fact 
right now the photo of Jacob 
Wetterling, the young boy from Min
nesota who was kidnapped a number of 
years ago, Jacob would have just cele
brated his 17th birthday, Mr. Chair
man, and that photo of Jacob, how he 
does look now at 17, has been cir
culated around the Nation. The center 
has also printed 8.3 million publica
tions and trained over 130,000 police 
and other professionals. 

Here is the main evidence that our 
investment in the Center is worth
while. After working with law enforce
ment on over 40,000 cases, more than 
26,000 children have been recovered. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment as the gentlewoman from Califor
nia said is technical, it simply restores 
the authority for the Justice Depart
ment to retain the 10-year partnership 
with the Center rather than start anew 
with another agency. 

Let us pass this important amend
ment and preserve this important spon
sorship. Our children and our families 
deserve nothing less. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, we both 
agree with the amendment and we are 
very pleased with the gentlewoman 
from California for bringing it to our 
attention. She is quite correct, it was a 
drafting error, we compliment her for 
bringing it to our attention and we 
support the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi

tion to the rule before us today. Welfare re
form is one of the most important issues we 
will consider in this Congress, and yet, of the 
more than 150 amendments filed with the 
Rules Committee, only 30 amendments have 
been made in order. And furthermore, most 
Democratic amendments have been shut out 
of the debate. 

I had filed an amendment, not allowed to be 
considered under the rule before us today, 
that would have made the two nutrition block 
grants more flexible to changing economic 
conditions within states. My amendment would 
have established a trigger which would have 
made States with rising unemployment eligible 
for increased funding to expand its nutrition 
programs during economic downturns. 

I offered this amendment in markup of the 
Opportunities Committee, and it has received 
bipartisan support. In addition, both Repub
lican and Democratic Governors are on record 
as supporting a block grant trigger. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this re
strictive rule. 



8800 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, throughout my 

career in Congress, I have watched as Demo
crat majorities sat idly by and watched the 
welfare system destroy the lives of millions of 
Americans. I have watched as these failed lib
eral policies have burrowed a deeper and 
deeper hole of dependency, abuse, and fiscal 
irresponsibility for our children and their chil
dren. 

Democrats argue today that they are in 
favor of change. They claim to recognize the 
fact that welfare has not only failed to solve 
problems, but it has actually made them 
worse. Unfortunately, this realization comes 
too late. Last year, Democrats who then con
trolled the House of Representatives, the Sen
ate, and the Presidency, could not reform the 
system. In historic numbers, the American 
people embraced the Republican reform pro
posal, and Republicans will reform the welfare 
system. 

While I strongly support this bill, I must 
admit to some reservations. I believe it is un
fortunate that we have left untouched some 
programs that States could much more effi
ciently administer as block grants. I have con
cerns about the expanded use of Social Secu
rity numbers under the child support provi
sions. Finally, I believe there are understand
able fears that this bill could adversely impact 
the number of abortions. But the vast majority 
of this bill will be beneficial and will help those 
in need. 

Opponents of this welfare reform package 
have chosen to call supporters mean spirited, 
and they claim that the bill puts children at 
risk. I believe that it is far more uncaring and 
callous to put children and their parents into a 
welfare system that offers little hope of es
cape. I do not wish to leave future generations 
with the social and fiscal responsibilities of 
cleaning up our mess. 

This bill does not, as some on the other 
side have argued, need a jobs program. Wel
fare reform, along with other provisions in the 
contract, is in and of itself a jobs program. By 
reducing the size of Government, by getting 
Government out of people's lives, and by cut
ting the tax burden felt by the American public, 
jobs will be naturally created. In fact, I would 
argue that we would today have more jobs 
with higher wages were it not for Government 
intrusion into the market. 

What we do need is to end the cycle of de
pendency that has been created by the cur
rent welfare system. In too many cases, the 
current system has created what amount to 
reservations. So long as beneficiaries stay 
within certain boundaries, they will be given 
food and clothing and shelter and other bene
fits. The system not only does not reward 
those who try to move off of the reservation, 
it actually punishes them. This bill provides 
substantial incentives for States and individ
uals to make real efforts at moving bene
ficiaries to self-sufficiency and reducing the 
welfare rolls. 

Perhaps most importantly, this bill gives the 
States the flexibility to reach those goals. 
While Governors across the Nation have been 
experimenting with innovative programs and 
finding great success in giving beneficiaries 
the opportunities and incentives they need to 
become independent, the Federal Government 
has been largely static, watching without act-

ing. In this bill, we will give States the oppor
tunity to push those experiments even further. 
We will give States very real incentives to 
adopt successful programs from other States, 
without imposing Federal mandates from on 
high. 

Today, we begin to move in the right direc
tion, but I hope that this will be only the first 
step. I hope that we will be able to implement 
further reforms in the future to give States 
more resources and more responsibilities. 
Some may see this bill as too large a step, 
others may call it too small. But it is a step. 
And it is one step more than Democrats ever 
made. I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. . 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support for the important provisions contained 
in this en bloc amendment offered by Chair
man Archer. I commend the chairman for his 
hard work on this bill and for his willingness to 
accept amendments that strengthen H.R. 4, 
the Personal Responsibility Act. 

Few disagree with the fact that our present 
welfare system is failing. Our Nation's 30-year
old, $5.3 trillion war on poverty has done little 
to improve the plight of the poor. America's 
current welfare system encourages illegit
imacy, nonwork, and dependency. Those 
whom we are fighting to protect have instead 
been imprisoned in a cycle of poverty that is 
passed from generation to generation. Ameri
ca's campaign against poverty has claimed 
many victims-most notably, and tragically, 
our children have suffered. 

For this reason, I have joined with my col
league from Indiana, Mr. BURTON, in offering a 
sense-of-Congress resolution regarding the 
use of funds under the Child Protection Block 
Grant. Our resolution, which has been in
cluded in the chairman's en bloc amendment, 
encourages States to allocate sufficient funds 
under their Child Protection Block Grant to 
promote adoption. I think we can all agree that 
a loving family is the best social structure in 
which a child can be raised. 

As an adoptive mother of a 4-year-old, the 
issue of adoption is very important to me and 
has a permanent place in my heart. In the de
bate about policy, it is sometimes easy to lc.1se 
sight of those about whom we speak. They 
are, after all, our children. 

Today, too many children are abused and 
neglected in their home environment. Our 
child welfare systems are charged with the 
task of protecting these innocent victims and 
providing them with substitute care when nec
essary. Ideally, these children would be placed 
with a family that can provide a stable environ
ment and a consistent caring relationship. In
stead, many children end up in the often un
stable and lonely foster care system, including 
group homes and orphanages. The adverse 
conditions faced by these children in an abu
sive home and then in institutionalized care 
hinders their ability to develop positive social 
skills and succeed in adulthood. There are 
tens of thousands of children waiting to be 
embraced into caring families willing to raise 
·them in an atmosphere of love, self-respect, 
and responsibility. Adoptive families are 100 
percent functional, happy, and whole. 

The Burton-Pryce amendment stresses to 
States the importance of facilitating the perma
nent placement of children into loving families, 

and strongly urges States to devote child pro
tection funds to adoption for that purpose. 
Specifically, it encourages the facilitated adop
tion of special-needs children and suggests a 
tax credit to families to make these adoptions 
more affordable. 

I encourage my colleagues to support this 
sense-of-Congress resolution which seeks to 
protect our children and provide them with 
hope for the future by voting in favor of Chair
man ARCHER'S en bloc amendment. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, our current 
welfare system strips the American people of 
economic opportunity and fosters a society de
pendent on government handouts. For far too 
many Americans the welfare system no longer 
serves as a safety net, it is a hammock. Our 
Republican welfare reform proposal offers real 
change, not false security. 

Welfare clearly represents the biggest, most 
costly policy failure of our time. The current 
system encourages social behavior that de
stroys families, fuels skyrocketing illegitimacy, 
and impoverishes millions of children. It is a 
heartless system that blocks incentives for 
people to lift themselves out of poverty. 

Our Republican Personal Responsibility Act 
offers compassionate approaches that pro
mote personal responsibility, require work and 
strengthen families. It works to lift families and 
their children out of the government's ham
mock and back on to their own feet. Our pro
posal brings the welfare system closest to the 
people that need it most by giving block grants 
to the States. 

Welfare has become a way of life for mil
lions of Americans. Our current system traps 
people in a cycle of dependency and despair 
and offers little in the way of hope and oppor
tunity. It is responsible for spawning crime, 
drug use, problem-ridden schools and other 
social ills, forcing taxpayers to subsidize 
these. 

Mr. Chairman, restoring America's work 
ethic, a sense of self-respect and community 
responsibility will alleviate much of the social 
decay we see today. Our Republican welfare 
reforms will leave a more civil and compas
sionate society for our children and grand
children. The Personal Responsibility Act re
places the Federal hammock with family secu
rity and responsibility. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this is an ex
traordinary week for the House of Representa
tives and for the American people. 

What we are seeing on the floor of the 
House of Representatives constitutes a war on 
the poorest women and children in our country 
in order to pay for tax breaks for the wealthy. 
The Republican Party, which recently held a 
fundraiser and raised $11 million dollars in 
one night from some of the wealthiest people 
in this country are now, under the guise of 
welfare reform, savagely cutting back on a 
wide variety of programs which are des
perately needed by the weak and defense
less-by children, by the elderly, by the hun
gry, disabled and the sick. 

Sixty-nine billion dollars are being cut back 
on low-income assistance programs over a 5-
year period in order to serve as a down pay
ment for tax breaks for the rich. Robin Hood 
in reverse. We take from the poor and give to 
the rich . We take away school lunches from 
hungry children and serve up two martini 
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lunches to corporate bosses. What courage. 
At a time when this country, before these cuts, 
already has the highest rate of childhood pov
erty in the industrialized world it is clear that 
the major problem facing low-income children 
is that they do not fully understand the work
ing of the entrepeurial system. If only the low
income children, who are going to see cut 
backs in nutrition programs, health care and 
child care-had the sense to pay $1,000 a 
plate for a Republican fundraiser, things would 
be different. 

The Department of Health and Human Serv
ices estimates that 6 million children will be 
thrown off welfare as a result of the Personally 
Responsibility Act. Conservative estimates 
show that in the year 2000 close to 400,000 
or 40 percent of disabled children will no 
longer receive SSI benefits; 14 million children 
would continue to receive some food stamps, 
but at a reduced level; over 2 million children 
would no longer be eligible for school lunches; 
1 million children would no longer be fed in 
child care settings; close to 400,000 children 
would be denied child care; and 60,000 chil
dren would lose access to foster care and 
adoption assistance. 

In the year 2000 the State of Vermont will 
lose $10 million in cash welfare and edu
cation, training and employment programs for 
welfare recipients and 2,450 children will be 
dropped from assistance. In the same year, 
Vermont will lose $5.1 million in aid for blind 
and disabled children and 500 children will be 
dropped from the rolls. Vermont will lose close 
to $1 million in school lunch funds and 4, 100 
children will no longer receive free or reduced 
price meals. Vermont will lose $1.6 million in 
child care funds and 990 children will be de
nied care. Vermont will lose $3.5 million in 
funds for the child and adult care food pro
gram and 4, 150 children will lose their daily 
meals. Vermont will lose $9 million in food 
stamp funds and 25,386 children would re
ceive reduced food stamp benefits. 

We all recognize that the current welfare 
system is not working well, but in reforming 
the system we do not want to punish some of 
the most vulnerable people in our society. 

This House just passed an unfunded Fed
eral mandate bill and, as a former Mayor, I 
supported that bill. This welfare reform bill is 
one of the largest unfunded Federal mandates 
that the State of Vermont will ever experience. 

If we are serious about real welt are reform 
than we must be talking about a jobs bill 
which can employ those people who are leav
ing welfare. We must be talking about increas
ing child care, job training, and educational 
opportunities. If our goal is to get people off 
welfare and into jobs, then we must provide 
the infrastructure for that transaction. Not to 
do that is to simply punish poor people for 
being poor. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, last week we 
saw how the Republicans eagerly take from 
working families, senior citizens and children. 

When I went home to my district I stopped 
by an elementary school-I wanted to see for 
myself the importance of Federal nutrition pro
grams and to learn what these meals mean to 
the children. 

What I saw were children being fed a hot 
and nutritious meal-the only decent meal 
they eat the entire day. 

The cold and heartless attack we are wit
nessing is appalling. 

Hunger afflicts up to 30 million Americans, 
12 million of them are children. My congres
sional district, the East San Gabriel Valley of 
Los Angeles County, will be the most heavily 
impacted in all of California. 41,000 children, 
in my district alone, will be negatively im
pacted by the Republican proposal to cut nu
trition programs. 

We all know that hungry students are fa
tigued, cannot concentrate and end up doing 
worse than their peers on standardized tests. 

I urge my Republican colleagues to visit 
their schools before denying this small . but es
sential program from our children. 

You cannot disguise the fact that block 
granting nutrition programs is taking food out 
of the mouths of children, to fill the trough that 
feeds corporate subsidies. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
oppose this welfare reform bill. It contains pro
visions which discriminate against legal immi
grants by denying them access to programs 
that they have paid for with their taxes and 
their contributions to the Social Security and 
unemployment insurance systems. 

This extreme Republican legislation would 
bar legal immigrants from receiving Medicaid, 
Food Stamps, disability aid, and other critical 
programs which provide a sat ety net to citi
zens and noncitizens alike. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems un-American to 
deny legal residents access to programs that 
they have already paid for through taxes and 
payroll deductions. 

Indeed, it should be noted that legal immi
grants pay far more in taxes than they receive 
in benefits. According to the Urban Institute, 
legal and undocumented immigrants pay ap
proximately $70.3 billion per year in taxes, but 
receive only $42.9 billion in services such as 
education and public assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, like the other bills in the Re
publican contract, this bill targets the weak 
and defenseless. 

This bill punishes those who came here le
gally and waited years to obtain legal resi
dency, played by the rules, paid their taxes, 
and contributed to the Social Security and un
employment insurance systems. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on this bill. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
LATOURE'ITE] having assumed the 
chair, Mr. LINDER, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 4) to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence , had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

WELFARE REFORM IS ABOUT 
INDIVIDUAL HUMAN BEIN(JS 

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks, and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the wel
fare reform debate that we are engaged 
in is not about politics, and it is not 
about abstract policy; it is about peo
ple, about human beings. 

And one person in my hometown of 
Boulder, Colorado recently had this to 
tell me: Five years ago I was pregnant 
and abandoned by my husband. I had 
no home, no job, no money but I had a 
goal in my life-to be an education spe
cialist. Today I have reached my goal. 
I have a happy 4-year-old daughter. I 
have a job that I love, teaching young 
children. If it weren't for government 
programs such as Self-Sufficiency, 
WIC, section 8, immunizations, Medic
aid, food stamps and LIBEAP I would 
not have reached my goal. 

"We can't know," she goes on, "we 
can't know the individual cir
cumstances of all who ask for assist
ance. I don't think anycme plans to or 
wants to beg for help. Thanks for not 
giving up on me. " 

We have got to reform welfare but as 
we do it, we cannot give up on decent 
young women like this. 

Mr. Speaker, here is the full text of 
what this young woman told me: 

Five years ago, I was pregnant and aban
doned by my husband who was, in his own 
words, "not ready" for the responsibility of 
parenthood. I had no home, no job, no 
money, and no insurance. And I was worried. 
I had a goal for my life-to be an environ
mental education teacher. How was I going 
to do this and be a single parent? I still had 
to complete my education! 

Today, I have reached my goal. I have a 
happy 4-year-old daughter who, contrary to 
an article in U.S. News and World Report 
which states that fatherless children were 
more likely to have learning disab111ties and 
behavioral problems, is well-adjusted and 
has been tested as having an above average 
IQ. I have a job that I love, teaching young 
children about our environment and how to 
take care of it. These are children of tax
paying citizens who, through their taxes, 
supported me during hard time. I feel that, 
by educating their children, I am helping to 
repay that debt. If it weren't for State and 
local government programs such as Project 
Self-Sufficiency, WIC, Section 8 Housing, 
Free Immunizations, Medicaid, Food 
Stamps, and LIHEAP, (low-income energy 
assistance program), all of which I have re
ceived benefits from, I would not have been 
able to reach my goal. I qualified for and re
ceived these benefits while working full time 
and taking a full course load at the Univer
sity of Colorado. 

Today I am happy to know that some of 
my taxes are going to help others like myself 
who are trying to reach their life goals, in 
spite of difficulties, obstacles, and hardships 
which are beyond their control. 

We can't know the individual cir
cumstances of all who ask for assistance. I 
don 't think anyone plans to or wants to beg 
for help. I also don't believe that two years 
of assistance is long enough for most people 
to complete education or job training and 
find a job that is going to pay all their bills. 
I would like to take this opportunity to 
thank all the taxpayers, friends and family 
who have helped me over t he past five years 
to reach my goal. Thanks for not giving up 
on me. 



8802 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 22, 1995 
SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

WESTERN COMMERCIAL SPACE 
CENTER LEASE SIGNING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from California [Mrs. 
SEASTRAND] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, last 
Friday the 25-year lease agreement be
tween the Department of the Air Force 
and the Western Commercial Space 
Center-better known as the California 
Spaceport Authority-was finally 
signed. It was an arduous process that 
tested the commitment to commercial 
space development on all sides. 

Although this agreement had been 
agreed upon in principle for months, it 
was nearly derailed by an overzealous 
civilian bureaucracy within the De
partment of the Air Force. In essence, 
what would have taken less than 30 
days in the private sector took several 
months because of the arcane manner 
in which the Federal Government tends 
to operate. 

There were two key issues at work: 
First, the release of $3 million in pre
viously awarded fiscal year 1994 De
partment of Defense grants to the 
Space Center; and second, signing the 
lease itself which would then allow 
construction to begin on the first polar 
orbit commercial spaceport in Amer
ica. 

The DoD grants were awarded in fis
cal year 1994. They were awarded inde
pendently of the 25-year lease with the 
Air Force. On October 28, 1994, when 
Secretary Widnall announced the Air 
Force's intention to negotiate a lease 
with the Space Center, no mention was 
made of a link between releasing the 
grants and signing the lease. Yet, for 
some reason, release of grant funds be
came tied to the lease signing. 

This lease had been agreed upon in 
principle for more than 4 months. Dur
ing a December 15, 1994, meeting be
tween the Air Force general counsel's 
office and the Space Center, the Space 
Center was told they would have a 
draft of the lease by January 1, 1995-
and that the lease would be signed by 
January 15, 1995. 

On January 30, 1995--30 days after it 
was promised by the Air Force general 
counsel's office-a 76-page lease with 26 
conditions was submitted to the Space 
Center. 

For weeks, the lease was traded back 
and forth. Signing was set to take 
place twice, yet both deadlines passed 
because civilian bureaucrats kept add
ing new conditions. For example, con
dition 15 of the original lease addressed 
liability and stated that damages were 

not to exceed $10 million. But the bu
reaucrats decided to add environ
mental language to the lease-despite 
the fact that the environmental issues 
had been addressed and resolved during 
three review processes and the fact 
that no launches would take place for 2 
years thus eliminating the possibility 
of an environmental problem. 

Then the civilian bureaucrats de
cided that the Space Center would have 
60 days to submit a certified insurance 
policy. Clearly unreasonable because 
insurance companies rarely, if ever, 
issue certification of policies within 60 
days. 

Then, the bureaucrats decided that 
there should be no cap on the amount 
that could be sought and awarded in a 
liability suit-the Spaceport could be 
sued for any amount of money. Obvi
ously no reasonable insurance company 
would issue a policy where they would 
be required to pay unlimited damages. 

In the end, due in large part to bipar
tisan support and participation, the 
primary lease between the Space Cen
ter and the Air Force was signed. 

Mr. Speaker, the process by which 
this lease agreement came to be signed 
should not be a model for future nego
tiations. It should have never reached 
an 11th hour deadline. It should have 
never reached a point where the Space 
Center was in danger of shutting its 
doors. It should never have reached a 
point where hundreds, and ultimately 
thousands of jobs, could have been lost. 
It should never have put tens of mil
lions of dollars in private sector invest
ment in jeopardy. It should never have 
put the future of commercial space de
velopment in California on the line. 

One of the reasons the voters of 
America responded as they did during 
the 1994 elections was because of prob
l ems such as this. The American people 
have demanded a smaller and more ef
ficient Federal Government that puts 
the interests of its people ahead of ev
erything else. This, ladies and gen
tleman, is the essence of the Contract 
with America. 

While spaceport development and 
commercial space are not part of the 
100-day agenda, they are very much in 
line with the goals and spirit of the 
104th Congress. Our Government must 
be willing to make America a strong 
and vibrant competitor in the inter
national commercial space market. 
Further, the Government must dem
onstrate to private industry that they 
are committed to making America a 
leader in the international commercial 
space market. 

Mr. Speaker, the time for action is 
now. All of our international competi
tors-France, China, Russia, Canada, 
Japan, Australia-are moving forward 
in the commercial space arena. We can
not fall behind. Spaceport development 
must go forward in conjunction with 
an aggressive U.S. commercial space 
policy. 

And who stands to benefit from this 
approach? Certainly space States such 
as Alaska, California, Florida, Vir
ginia, New Mexico, Colorado, Texas, 
Hawaii, and others. But, more impor
tantly, our Nation stands to benefit. 
There is enormous economic potential 
if we are willing to do what is nec
essary to successfully compete. 

As we saw at crunch time on the 
Vandenberg lease, commercial space is 
not a partisan issue-it is an American 
issue. It is an issue where Republicans 
and Democrats can come together and 
unite behind a cause that ultimately 
benefits all Americans. 

D 2030 

WELFARE REFORM: SHELL GAME 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join my colleagues once again in expos
ing the myths that the Republicans 
keep repeating about their welfare re
form proposal and its impact on child 
nutrition programs. Later this evening, 
two of my colleagues will demonstrate 
how the Republicans are misleading 
the American people and how this 
block grant plan clearly cuts funding 
for essential child nutrition programs. 
But before they begin, here are the 
facts. 

The Republicans claim their block 
grant does not cut funding for child nu
trition programs, only the growth rate 
of these programs. They would like ev
eryone to believe that their proposal 
increases funding for programs, such as 
school lunch, by 4.5 percent each year. 

The truth is their 4.5 percent in
crease in funding for school lunch is a 
fabrication. In fact, the bill doesn't 
even designate funding specifically for 
the school lunch, breakfast, or any 
other school-based meal program. The 
Republicans' numbers are nothing 
more than assumptions-I repeat, as
sumptions-of how much States may 
choose to use for 1 unch programs. 

Even if States spent all of the money 
they receive under this block grant, 
this mythical funding increase would 
fall $300 million short of the amount 
necessary to meet real needs. That is 
because the Republicans' plan won't 
keep pace with expected increases in 
program enrollment, inflation, or a 
possible recession. These needs require 
a 6.5 percent increase, so even the 
mythical 4.5 percent increase falls woe
fully short. 

The Republicans' mythical funding 
also includes only cash assistance and 
not the value of direct purchases of 
food goods such as cheese and fruit. 
These direct purchases of food are a 
critical part of the school lunch pro
gram. In the first year, Republicans 
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cut $51 million from direct food assist
ance. Over 5 years, they cut $600 mil
lion. That is a total shortfall of $1 bil
lion even if they live up to their hollow 
promise of a 4.5 percent increase in 
cash assistance. 

That 4.5 percent promise comes with 
all kinds of trap doors that will drop 
even more kids from the school 1 unch 
program. 

The first trap door is that States 
would be required to use only 80 per
cent of the school block grant for 
school meals. Governors may transfer 
20 percent to other programs. That 
means a potential additional loss of $5 
billion dollars from the program-$1 
billion a year. In my home State of 
Connecticut, if the Governor had this 
kind of discretion today and exercised 
it, the School Lunch Program would 
lose $2 million in 1995 alone. 

The second trap door is that these 
funding increases are not guaranteed
they will be subjected to the political 
whims of the annual budget process. So 
the Congress each year will be able to 
vote to reduce funding even more and 
drop even more kids from the program. 

The Republicans also claim that 
their bill will cut bureaucrats, not 
kids. They couldn't be further from the 
truth. If Republicans were only inter
ested in cutting administrative costs 
they would have done their homework: 
The entire administrative budget for 
all USDA feeding programs is $106 mil
lion per year. The Republican plan 
would cut $860 million in 1996 child nu
trition programs alone. The bottom 
line is their cuts far exceed what is 
needed to control administrative costs. 

The truth is, if the Republican pro
posal is enacted, 3,600 kids will be 
dropped from the School Lunch Pro
gram in Connecticut in the first year 
alone, and over half a million kids will 
be dropped nationwide. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
concluded the Republican proposal will 
cut $2.3 billion over 5 years from school 
based nutrition programs and $7 billion 
from all child nutrition programs over 
5 years. 

Republicans though don't want to 
admit this. They actually believe that 
these are not cuts. They boast that 
their plan provides savings. I ask you, 
how can you have savings, if you don't 
have cuts? This is the biggest Repub
lican myth of them all. 

The tragedy in this debate, Mr. 
Speaker, is that these Republican 
myths are being perpetuated so that 
drastic cuts can be made in a program 
that everybody agrees is working-and 
working well. And the savings-the 
money that will no longer be used to 
pay for a child's school lunch-will be 
used to pay for a tax break for the 
wealthiest Americans. It's shameful. 
It's mean spirited. It's just plain 
wrong. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, as we enter 
into this debate on welfare in this 
country, I think it is important to rec
ognize that my colleague from west 
Tennessee, the Honorable JOHN TAN
NER, told me not long ago when I first 
got here that he really believed that 
neither party had an exclusive on in
tegrity or ideas, and I agree with that 
Congressman. And this should not be a 
Republican or a Democrat issue. This 
should be an American issue. 

It is clear in my heart that this coun
try wants this welfare system to 
change, not to be reformed but to be 
replaced. They want a working oppor
tunity society. They do not want the 
continuance of the status quo with re
gard to welfare. 

The Washington Post this morning
we all know the tendency politically of 
the Washington Post-editorialized and 
said about welfare: "Besides, what's 
the choice? The existing approach has 
failed and the public has no appetite 
for vast new social programs even if 
there were evidence they worked, and 
there isn't." 

You know an outstanding Tennessee 
Congressman, Colonel Davey Crockett 
on the very floor of this House said 
about welfare, "We have the right as 
individuals to give away as much of 
our own money as we please as charity; 
but as Members of Congress we have no 
right so to appropriate a dollar of the 
public money" for charity. 

Franklin Roosevelt said in 1935 about 
welfare: "Continued dependence upon 
relief induces a spiritual and moral dis
integration fundamentally destructive 
to the national fiber. To dole out relief 
in this way is to administer a narcotic, 
a subtle destroyer of the human spir
it." 

There is a great article in this 
month's Reader's Digest. It is called 
"True Faces of Welfare." In it is a case 
study of a welfare recipient whose 
story appeared. Her name is Denise B. 

"Denise says she would like to work. But 
she would have to earn a lot, she says, for it 
to be a better deal than welfare." She talks 
about how she would have to go to school, 
and work her way up to a higher salary. 
"'It's a lot of work and I ain't guaranteed to 
get nothing.'*** Welfare by contrast, is 
guaranteed-(in her words) 'until they cut it 
out, until they say no more.' Denise knows 
politicians are talking about that now and 
she does not believe they are wrong." 

"Welfare," she offers, 'is an enabler. It's 
not that you want to be in that situation. 
But it's there. We always know." 

This has become a national attitude 
about this system, and it hurts chil
dren, and true compassion is what I 
want to discuss here tonight in my 
short time and as I rise to my feet to 
talk about welfare. 

In my home city a social worker who 
I will leave unnamed came to me sev-

eral times in the last few years to tell 
me of a story in Chattanooga, TN, 
where multiple childr~n were being 
born for one reason and one reason 
only, and that is financial, to gain 
more benefits. 

You know that system creates the 
worst form of child abuse imaginable, 
in my estimation, because children 
then are not born for the right reasons. 
They are not born because their par
ents want to love them and sacrifice 
for them and set aside their own ambi
tfons, and give to them and nurture 
and educate them. They are born so 
that they can receive financial bene
fits. And the stories continue to roll in 
of how many situations we have like 
this across the country. 

The neglect that those children are 
suffering because this system promotes 
this kind of activity is what we need to 
focus on as we say listen. Everyone 
agrees, it is time to eliminate the wel
fare system and replace it with an op
portunity society. 

In the last 30 years we have spent $5 
trillion on welfare in this country, and 
we have got more illegitimacy, more 
poverty, more problems, more crime 
than you could ever buy with $5 tril
lion. It has not worked and it is time 
to move on. And I believe from the 
very core of my experience, Mr. Speak
er, that true compassion means having 
the guts to replace welfare at this crit
ical moment in America's history. 

TAKING CARE OF AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, America is asking the ques
tion that Congresswoman DELAURO 
just answered, and that is how is it 
that the Republicans can say they are 
not hurting the School Lunch Program 
when they take over $2 billion away 
from the School Lunch Program and 
over $7 billion away from the nutrition 
programs for the children of this Na
tion? 

The fact of the matter is they can
not. They cannot fulfill the promise of 
this Nation to feed hungry children, to 
take care of children in need, and at 
the same time remove these funds. The 
mythical increase as she referred to 
simply does not provide for the ele
ment of growth in the program that 
takes into account the ever increasing 
cost of food, the increasing number of 
children unfortunately in this country 
who continue to be eligible for this pro
gram, and what happens in the down
turn in our economy. 

So the result is that in fact the 
school breakfast program, the lunch 
program, the after school program, and 
the commodities program simply can
not be taken care o~ 
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLER of California. I am 

happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman is referring to this Re
publican plan to block-grant all of 
these different feeding programs into 
one single grant of money, and they 
are arguing that they are not cutting 
back. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman is quite correct. What we see 
here is the block grant. This is what 
you need, this is what you are trying to 
cover. This is the block, ladies and gen
tlemen, that you have to cover to take 
care of America's children. You have 
got to provide lunches for children who 
need lunches, you have to have food as
sistance in order to provide the com
modities and fresh fruits and vegeta
bles necessary so you can have a 
healthy lunch, and an after school and 
summer program because many chil
dren unfortunately, when school is out 
they still require food. It is necessary 
that they eat, they are still hungry. 
And of course the breakfast program 
has become more and more important 
as we see this is the key if children 
learn in the early hours of their school 
day and this is what is necessary. 

But unfortunately you will see here 
that the Republicans do not do that. If 
you take care and provide full funding 
for lunches and you provide full fund
ing for food assistance, and you do the 
breakfast program, you can see that 
the block grant does not cover the 
block because there is no funding 
available for summer programs which 
so many of our children rely on. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will further yield, the Repub
licans argue they are not killing these 
programs at all, in fact they are pro
viding more money for them. And yet 
you have one of the blocks there, if I 
am not mistaken, the after school and 
summer program that is not provided 
for. How does this work? 

Mr. MILLER of California. What the 
Republicans would do because they did 
not provide the increase for the com
modities program, they would suggest 
the commodities is really taken care 
of, so there would be money left over to 
take care of after school and summer 
breakfasts, but there is, as is apparent 
readily to anyone in the audience, of 
course nothing here in the commod
ities program, and the commodities are 
a key component and that is why when 
Republicans say they are going to give 
a 4.5 percent increase for the nutrition 
programs they did not figure in the 
cost of commodities into their esca
lator. And once again there we find out 
that the block grant they talk about to 
feed American children is not fully 
covered and children now go without 
the commodities portion of that pro
gram. 

D 2045 
Mr. DURBIN. If the gentleman will 

yield, the school districts I represent in 
Illinois, their commodity assistance 
which they receive actually is a way 
that they are feeding the kids in terms 
of 1 unches and breakfasts and so forth. 

Now, if the Republican block grant 
does not provide enough money for the 
food assistance, which kind of recourse 
does the school district have? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Well, your 
school district could take another ac
tion. It could take away the breakfast 
program and provide the commodities 
that are so terribly important for the 
school lunch program where they make 
up a large bulk of the school lunch pro
gram menu, but because there is no in
crease in the food assistance, they 
would have to take that from the 
breakfast program or one of these 
other. No matter how you move around 
the plates, of course, what you see is 
that the Republican proposal for child 
nutrition in our school lunch programs 
simply does not cover the needs of the 
children currently enrolled. 

And we are now estimating that al
most 2 million children that otherwise 
would be served will not be served be
cause one of them, it is just sort of like 
musical chairs. One of them is going to 
show up for one of these programs. 
There is not going to be funding for 
that program. They are going to go 
unserved. That estimate is now 2 mil
lion children in the next 5 years. 

Mr. DURBIN. If the gentleman will 
yield, what do you make of the Repub
lican claim? They keep saying, "Wait a 
minute, we are giving a 41h-percent in
crease every year for school lunch; how 
can you complain? Four-and-a-half per
cent ought to be plenty." 

Mr. MILLER of California. That is 
really similar if I were to cut your 
wages by $20,000 and then say I am 
going to give you a 41/2-percent increase 
over the next 5 years. You start out in 
the hole, and you never get well, and 
because they do not provide a 41h-per
cent increase on inflation, on the price 
of commodities, the price of food, the 
increase in enrollment, the 41/2 percent 
turns out to be fraudulent. Under the 
Republican program, you can do this. 
You have no lunches, no food assist
ance, no afterschool program, and no 
breakfast. What a shame, shameful 
thing for America's children who were 
expecting a block grant to take care of 
their needs. 

The plates will be available after the 
show. 

SCHOOL NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, tonight we 
are going to talk a little bit more 
about the school nutrition programs, 

because this seems to be the Demo
crats' favorite topic of the topics de 
jour. 

Somehow, somewhere along the line 
the Democrats have decided or believe 
that somehow they can make, by tell
ing the same lie over and over and 
over, that they can somehow get a 
wedge with the American people. And 
the fact is that in some ways the oppo
sition does understand politics perhaps 
better than the Republicans do. They 
understand that politics is about 
power, and when it is about power, you 
stop at nothing to try to regain it. 

Republicans are still under the im
pression that politics is about ideas 
and ideals. But this is about the poli
tics of deceit and the politics of the big 
lie. 

I yield to my friend, the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

You know, I have been standing here 
for 2 days listening, in fact, nearly 2 
weeks, to untruths. 

My mom used to say, you know, it 
would be awful nice if people would 
just turn purple when they started 
stretching the truth, shifting words 
around and using wiggle words. There 
would be an awful lot of purple people 
here tonight if that were the case. 

I think what we need to do is just 
make sure the American people under
stand that a 41/2-percent-a-year in
crease is not a cut. Now, if you are used 
to being in Congress where you guys all 
have been spending more than we out 
there have been earning, you think a 
41/2-percent increase is a cut. The 
American people, I do not think, will 
agree with that. 

So let us take a look at the actual 
members of how much the food pro
grams are going to go up. 

Mr. HOKE. Only a liberal could call a 
$200 million increase a cut. Only people 
that think the way the people think in
side of Washington could call that a 
cut. 

I would like to draw attention just 
for a moment to the CRS study that 
was published just today. We got a 
copy of it just today-Congressional 
Research Service, [CRS] completely 
independent, nonpartisan. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Not a 
Republican group. 

Mr. HOKE. Not a Republican group, 
not a Democrat group. It is a com
pletely nonpartisan group. 

Here is what they say about what is 
going to happen in Ohio, a State close 
to my heart. What we are going to find 
in Ohio with respect to the school
based block grants, school-based nutri
tion programs, is that in 1995, fiscal 
1995, under current law, $190 million is 
being spent. Under the school-based 
block grant program, our Republican 
program, that will go up to $202 mil
lion, an increase of $11 million. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. That is 
in one State. 
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Mr. HOKE. That is in one State, just 

the State of Ohio, an $11 million in
crease. Now, for those who like base
line budgeting, which is to say we will 
take into account demographics, that 
is, changing populations, plus an infla
tion number, not the way that America 
thinks. I mean, this is the way that 
you get the phony numbers. But the 
fact is even using those numbers, the 
1996 fiscal year current baseline would 
be $199 million, a $2 million increase 
over that. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. That is a 
real increase in food. 

Mr. HOKE. A real increase. This is 
food, and not only that, is there not a 
difference in the way that these pro
grams get administered? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You 
know, what is amazing about it is the 
closer you get it to home, from what I 
can see, the less waste there is. We do 
not seem to hear much about that. The 
closer the States have control, the less 
we are going to take the money here. I 
think the thing that surprised me the 
most when I flew into D.C., and I am 
from the west coast, did not even have 
a very long campaign, all of a sudden I 
was here as a write-in candidate. I fly 
in, and I see all of these buildings. I get 
here and find out they are all filled 
with bureaucrats. Those bureaucrats 
are deciding one layer of how money is 
spent, then the States decide, and then 
the locals, to where by the time the 
money gets down to food, it has a lot of 
red tape and rules around it. 

What I like about the school lunch 
program is we unwrap it from a lot of 
that red tape and make sure the food 
gets to kids. 

Mr. HOKE. And kids who really need 
it, the kids who need it most. We give 
them the opportunity; we make it pos
sible for that money to get to those 
that need it the most. How? By making 
sure it goes to parents, administrators, 
and teachers and people right there in 
the neighborhoods locally making 
those decisions as opposed to Washing
ton bureaucrats making those deci
sions. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You 
know, those other bureaucrats are 
going to whine, and that is the State 
superintendents of public instruction. 
They are going to whine, too, because 
we tell them you cannot spend any 
more than 2 percent on administration. 

FACTS CONCERNING CHILD 
NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
the people who are following these pro
ceedings are really at a loss to figure 
out which side of this aisle is telling 
the truth. I am not sure my 5 minutes 
here will convince anyone one way or 
the other. 

I would like to lay out a few of the 
facts which my friends on the R~pub
lican side just do not want to point to. 
The fact is if you took the time to go 
speak to a local school principal in 
your hometown or perhaps one of the 
people who runs the local school lunch 
program, they would tell you, as we 
have all heard on the Democratic side 
of the aisle, that the Republican idea is 
a very, very bad idea 

You would think, if the Republican 
position was so good and was going to 
give this authority to the local school 
districts and to the States, these peo
ple would be jumping up and down, and 
they are not. And do you know why? 
Because fundamentally what the Re
publicans are offering them is not 
enough money to do the job. 

The Republican plan, yes, does pro
vide additional funds in years to come. 
Let us concede that point. They just do 
not provide enough money, because we 
know as sure as God made green apples 
that each year the cost of food is going 
to go up a little bit in each of our 
school lunch programs. We know there 
will be more kids enrolled in school, 
and we know, God forbid, if we have a 
recession, there will be more families 
that will be eligible for school lunch. 

The Republicans do not build any of 
those possibilities into their block 
grant scheme. They assume none of 
that is ever going to occur. They think 
the cost of food, the increased number 
of kids, and the possibility of recession, 
the most that could ever increase the 
program in any given year is 41h per
cent. That is it. 

Then they say to the school districts, 
"Listen, if that is not enough, you find 
a way to economize. You find a way to 
cut costs." 

Do you know what principals tell me 
at these schools they are going to have 
to do? They are either going to have to 
cut the money that they put into class
rooms, teachers, computers and micro
scopes and the like or basically are 
going to have cut kids off the school 
1 unch program. 

That really gets to the bottom line 
here. Is it not curious when the Repub
licans finally got in the majority, the 
first place they turned to start cutting 
was not waste, fraud, and abuse? They 
were, in fact, on the floor of the House 
just a couple of weeks ago asking us for 
$40 billion more for Star Wars, $40 bil
lion for that loony idea under Presi
dent Reagan that might have made 
some sense when the Soviet Union was 
a powerful missile threat to the United 
States, but does not make sense any
more. They wanted $40 billion more for 
Star Wars. They lost it, thank good
ness. Then they turned around and 
said, "We will tell you how we will save 
some money. We will cut school 
lunches. " School lunches? Do you re
member reading, I sure do not, about 
scandals and waste and abuse in school 
lunches? You do not hear about it. The 

reason you do not is it is being run by 
your local school districts, your local 
principals, the folks who work for them 
in the cafeteria. It is a good program. 
It is a program that most of us saw 
when we were growing up as a way to 
have a good meal each day when we 
went to school, and unfortunately for a 
lot of kids today, it is the best meal of 
the day. We even offer a little break
fast to the school 1 unch program, and 
the Republicans are willing to cut that, 
too. They think it is unnecessary. 
Maybe it is a frill they can do away 
with. 

You ought to see some of the kids I 
have seen. You ought to talk to some 
of the teachers about kids who get to 
school who do not get enough to eat 
and what their school day starts out 
like. It is not very pretty. 

My friends on the Republican side 
turn first to school lunch programs, 
which I think frankly has been a big 
embarrassment to them to try to ex
plain across America. They you ask the 
bottom line, surely, there must be 
something critically important they 
would cut America's school lunches 
for, it really must be the highest pos
sible priority. 

Well, what is it the Republicans want 
to cut school lunches for? Why do they 
want to cut the food available to kids 
in schools? So they can pay for a tax 
cut, a tax cut for these same families? 
Well, a little bit of it, sure. But the 
most of the money that goes in that 
tax cut goes to the wealthiest people in 
this country. The privileged few will 
get the break from the Republican tax 
cuts. It is the kids of working families, 
it is the kids of middle-class families 
that will find their school lunches 
being cut. 

I went into Quincy, IL, and sat down 
with a group of mothers and their kids 
and talked about the Republican plan. 
Mothers came forward to me and said, 
"Congressman, let me tell you my 
story. I am not on welfare." This moth
er said, "I am working for a living." 
One of them said, "I am working two 
jobs." Another works 45 hours a week 
at fast food. They had their kids in day 
care. They are doing their darndest to 
stay off welfare. We gave them a little 
helping hand. You know what it is? We 
help pay for the meal at the day care 
home which the Republicans would cut. 

Now, is that the way to end welfare 
in America, to heap more expenses on 
working families who are struggling 
every single day to make ends meet? I 
do not think so. 

Let me offer a helping hand, whether 
it is the WIC program for the new 
mother, whether it is the day care cen
ter lunch or the school lunch, and 
make sure those struggling families, 
those working families trying to make 
ends meet get a helping hand to stay 
off of welfare and move in the right di
rection, the right family values, the 
right kind of personal responsibility. 
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We have to resist the Republican 

plan. It does nothing but cut the most 
vulnerable people in America. You can
not have a strong America without 
strong kids and strong families. 

MORE FACTS ON CHILD 
NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
MYRICK] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, if you 
watched TV lately, read a magazine or 
a newspaper, surely you have seen pho
tographs of Democrats surrounding 
themselves with children and claiming 
that Republicans are out to cut school 
lunches and be cruel and mean to little 
kids. 

Mr. Speaker, the policy of this his
toric Chamber should be set based on 
the fact they are not on photo ops that 
make one party look like they love 
children more than the other. The 
American people are smarter than 
that, and I know they can see through 
it. 

Between 1962 and 1992 welfare spend
ing increased by over 900 percent, while 
the poverty rate only dropped less than 
5 percent, and illegitimacy has in
creased over 400 percent. 

I ask you, is that progress? My mom 
always told me you do not get some
thing for nothing. But in this case, 
after spending $5 trillion, we have got 
just that. Nothing. 

I do not understand, why are the 
Democrats defending a system that has 
literally enslaved its recipients into a 
cycle of dependency? If Democrats feel 
so strongly about welfare reform, why 
did they not do something about it dur
ing the 40 years they controlled this 
House? 

The Republicans are talking heat 
right now, but it is because we are 
picking up the mess left behind by the 
failed welfare state. But that is OK. It 
takes leadership to make hard choices. 

The current welfare system should be 
arrested for entrapment, because it 
traps its recipients in a web of depend
ency. 

Listen to the following facts: There 
are 5 million families with 9.6 million 
children on AFDC right now, and more 
than one-half of those families remain 
on AFDC for more than 10 years. Of the 
5 million families receiving that help, 
only 20,000 people work, and children 
born out of wedlock have three times 
greater chance of being on welfare 
when they grow up. 

You know, we are hearing a lot of 
talk right now about Head Start and 
WIC also. Well, not one penny is being 
withheld from Head Start, and as for 
WIC, this rescissions bill merely re
couped $25 million out of the $125 mil
lion the programs was unable to spend 
in the previous fiscal year. 

Our bill does not take a single person 
off the WIC rolls and leaves in place 

the $260 million increase for the pro
gram in fiscal 1995. 

D 2100 
And the School Nutrition Block 

Grant Program actually grows at a 4.5 
percent rate. Over 5 years that is $1 bil
lion more than is currently being 
spent. 

As a former mayor, I spent a lot of 
time with programs to help people get 
out of the dependency cycle and learn 
to help themselves. My experience has 
taught me that people want their self
respect and their dignity restored, and 
the current system does not do that. In 
fact, it works against that goal. I trust 
the American people can see through 
the smoke screens and deception that 
we have heard here tonight from the 
other side. 

Mr. Speaker, I am finished. 
Mr. OLVER. Would the gentlewoman 

from North Carolina yield? 
Mrs. MYRICK. Yes, I will yield. 
Mr. OLVER. Yes, thank, you very 

much. 
I recognize that the gentlewoman 

and I both serve on the Budget Com
mittee, and the Budget Committee has 
had to deal with scoring the items that 
we are talking about here tonight and 
that the gentlewoman has just finished 
speaking about. 

The two nutrition programs that the 
gentlewoman has spoken of show sav
ings by your own party's count and by 
the Congressional Budget Office of $6.6 
billion over the next 5 years. That is 
the school-based nutrition program and 
the family nutrition program. How can 
you be claiming savings on those pro
grams if in fact there has not been 
something cut? 

Mrs. MYRICK. We are talking about, 
what you are talking about, the only 
thing that has been cut is the increases 
that were requested that are not being 
increases in the same point. 

Mr. OLVER. How can you get savings 
if you have not cut something? 

Mr. HOKE. Would the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mrs. MYRICK. Yes. 
Mr. HOKE. You get savings when you 

are us~.ng a baseline that is phony to 
begin with and you define savings as 
being a cut from an inflated number in 
the first place. 

The fact is that we are going from 
some $6. 7 billion a year up to come $7 .8 
billion a year in the year 2000. That is 
clearly an increase in spending. Only in 
Washington. 

BASELINE BUDGETING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House , the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, let us 
talk a little bit about phony baselines, 
which is where the gentleman on the 
other side of the aisle left off before 

the time expired. That is a funny place 
here inside the Beltway in Washington, 
DC. 

The Pentagon gets its own special 
baseline. That is, at the Pentagon 
things are very expensive, you know, 
over there at the Pentagon. So they 
get not only the inflation that seniors 
get on Social Security or the inflation 
that anybody else might think about, 
they ·get their own special inflation 
index. And at the Pentagon a cut is a 
decrease in the increase. 

So say next year the Pentagon deter
mines its own little special inflation 
index is 6 percent. If they only get a 5 
percent increase in their $271 billion 
budget, that is if they only get an in
crease around $11 billion, if they only 
get $10 billion, that is a decrease, and 
we would hear screams from that side 
of the aisle. We heard screams earlier. 

We have appropriated more money 
for the Pentagon this year. God forbid 
we should ask them to produce some
thing. It costs extra. 

We had to come up with a supple
mental bill to pay for the Pentagon to 
do something. They couldn't squeeze it 
out of their $271 billion budget. 

Now with the nutrition programs, of 
course, they apply a different ruler. 
That is, are there going to be more 
kids going to school next year? Yes; is 
food going to be more expensive next 
year? Yes. 

There might even be a little bit of an 
increase in the wages for the people 
who cook those meals in the schools. A 
lot of them are getting minimum wage, 
and if we increase the minimum wage 
they will get a little bit more. Now in 
their world those increases don' t 
count. Only increases in inflation for 
the Pentagon count. 

So here is the world we are looking 
at. We know there will be more kids in 
school. We know there will be more 
need for those kids. 

I visited a school lunch last week and 
talked about it last Monday night on 
the floor. So I won't repeat the stories 
about how hungry those kids are on 
Mondays and Fridays and what the 
needy really is. But the point is, in 
their world we will only give them 
enough money to increase it just a lit
tle bit. And if there are more kids, the 
portions get smaller. Or if there are 
more kids, ketchup becomes a vegeta
ble again, whatever. We are just-can't 
afford those things. 

But we can afford an infinite amount 
of money for the Pentagon. That is 
what is wrong with this debate. Let's 
put our priorities in order here. This 
debate is about priorities. 

What will make America stronger to
morrow? Is it hungry kids who can' t 
learn because we cut back on the 
school lunch program, the school 
breakfast program? Or is it imaginary 
programs like star wars and the fat de
fense contractors taking people out to 
dinner every night on the Federal 
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budget, which we all know goes on with 
these Pentagon lobbyists. 

So I would like to put it in that per
spective. And let's just remember, 
when it comes to the Pentagon, a de
crease and an increase is a cut, but 
when it comes to school lunches, a de
crease in a real need is not a cut. 

That is what the Republicans are try
ing to feed us here. It is about as real 
as feeding people ketchup and calling 
it a vegetable 

They talk a lot about the bureau
crats. I checked that out. I was dis
turbed about that. I thought, well, 
maybe they are right. 

We could eliminate some of these ad
ministrative cuts if we eliminated 
every administrator. That is from the 
woman who runs the program down
town here in Washington, DC., down to 
the person who takes the little lunch 
tickets, to the person who cooks in the 
school. That is if Congress could mirac
ulously appropriate the money and de
liver the food straight to the kids with 
no one in between. That would be one
eighth of the cuts the Republicans are 
making in the real needs of these pro
grams. 

So it is a lie. It is a lie to say we just 
want to eliminate the bureaucrats. No, 
you can't just eliminate the bureau
crats. Where are you going to get the 
other seven-eighths of your cut? 

The gentleman, Mr. OLVER, made a 
great point. How is it they can talk 
about S7 billion, "b", billion dollars, in 
savings in school nutrition programs, 
WIC programs and other children's nu
trition programs and then tell us there 
aren't any cuts. 

I would like to make $7 billion in sav
ings over at the Pentagon, and I would 
be happy to tell the Pentagon that 
those things don't constitute cuts. But 
we would hear screams from that side 
of the aisle because it is a different 
standard. It is a different ruler when it 
comes to kids. They come after the 
Pentagon. 

STATE FUNDING AND CHILD 
NUTRITION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, you know, every once in a 
whole you have to come back to real 
numbers that will buy real groceries. 
And I am starting to even get confused 
listening to the other side. So what I 
want to know, and I would like to ask 
this of your, Representative HOKE. 

I know where we are now, and I can't 
go home and tell anybody that we have 
increased the school lunch program un
less it is in hard dollars. I know we are 
at $6.296 billion right now a year on 
school lunches. I want to know how 
much it will take to feed those kids in 
later dollars, how much we put in the 

budget, and I want to make sure we 
feed those kids as many lunches as we 
are feeding now. You show me that. 

Mr. HOKE. Okay. This has got to be 
so incredibly confusing to the Amer
ican public watching this and trying to 
discern what is really going on. I can't 
imagine what could be more confusing 
until finally you are going to have to 
decide somebody is telling the truth 
and somebody is lying. Let me review. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I just 
want real numbers. I don't want any
thing spun. How much are we going to 
spend in this budget compared to the 
last budget? 

Mr. HOKE. March 20, 1995, from the 
Congressional Research Service. Let 
me just read the preamble. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. That is 
the nonpartisan group? 

Mr. HOKE. Yes, that is the non
partisan group. It is anybody, any 
Member of Congress can ask them to 
do research. Let me read this. Then I 
will go directly to the numbers. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Thank 
you. 

Mr. HOKE. All right. This is from 
Jean Yavis Jones. She is a specialist in 
Food and Agriculture Policy in the 
Food and Agriculture Section. The sub
ject is Child Nutrition: State funding 
under current law and block grants 
proposed in H.R. 1214. That is what we 
are talking about, the nutrition block 
grants. 

This memorandum responds to nu
merous congressional requests for in
formation on the effect that recent 
proposals to block grant child nutri
tion programs would have on the 
States. The attached tables compare 
estimates of fiscal year 1995 and fiscal 
year 1996 funding to States under cur
rent law to the estimated amount of 
funding that States would receive 
under the child nutrition block grants 
contained in H.R. 1214 as introduced on 
March 13, 1995. 

Now, let me go to the table. Here is 
the table. This is school-based block 
grants and current law funding by 
States and the total. I am going to give 
you the total. The total for all the 
school-based nutrition programs for 
fiscal year 1995 was $6.295 billion. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Does 
that include breakfast and the feeding 
programs? 

Mr. HOKE. That is breakfast, that is 
after school, that is school lunches, 
school snacks, all. There are five pro
grams in all. The amount that is esti
mated by CBO for fiscal year 1996 under 
current law is $6.607 billion. That takes 
into account, and I will read it to you 
exactly. 

What it does, it says that those 
amounts are based, it takes into ac
count the adjustments that will show 
the projected and actual changes in 
overall Federal obligations, an~ it 
takes into account the number of stu
dents that will be in the program and 

also inflation. So it takes into account 
exactly what my friends on the other 
side of the aisle are talking about. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. So in
creases in food and increases in kids? 

Mr. HOKE. Precisely. Precisely. So 
that is what the current law is, okay? 
$6.296 billion in fiscal year 1995 to $6.607 
billion in fiscal year 1996. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Now that 
is what they say we will need to keep 
up, to make sure we don't get behind? 

Mr. HOKE. We need to get to $6.607 
billion in 1996. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. ·Where 
are we then in the budget? 

Mr. HOKE. The school-based block 
grant is at $6.681 billion, $6.681 billion. 
The difference between the block grant 
and the fiscal year 1996 CBO estimate 
that takes into account the demo
graphic changes as well as the inflation 
is $73 million. 

In other words, under the block grant 
program, the Republican program that 
is being criticized here in a bombastic 
way, that doesn't begin to square with 
the facts. We are increasing the fund
ing for school nutrition programs by 
$73 million in fiscal year 1996. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Actu
ally, we are increasing it $384 million, 
but part of that is to keep up with 
costs of inflation and new children. So 
we are going over what it costs and 
kicking in $74 million, sending it back 
to the States and saying get your grub
by hands off it at the State level, don't 
spend much on administration,\ get it 
back to kids? 

Mr. HOKE. You are absolutely right, 
Linda. We are, in fact, increasing it by 
$384 million over what we are spending 
in 1995. We are increasingly it by a 
third, more than a third of a billion 
dollars. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Well, 
this grandma likes that. I think we 
have done a great job. 

NUTRITIONAL PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
had some protestations, particularly 
from the gentleman from Cleveland or 
just outside of Cleveland, with respect 
to baselines. Mr. DEFAZIO spoke of 
baselines. 

And the question and answers, we 
pretend that there can be a savings 
which is going to be applied to a tax 
cut and for the wealthiest in America, 
but that somehow this savings doesn't 
cost anybody anything. It is a free 
lunch. It is sort of like supply-side eco
nomics that was brought to us in 1981, 
and we were told that the budget would 
be balanced as a result of supply-side 
economics by October 1, 1983. 

Mr. HOKE. Would you yield for one 
single question? 
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Mr. HOYER. Four and one-half tril

lion dollars later. 
Mr. HOKE. Have you, have you seen 

the CRS report? 
Mr. HOYER. I have not. 
Mr. HOKE. Would you like to have a 

copy of it? 
Mr. HOYER. I would love to have a 

copy of it. 
Mr. HOKE. It is working from the 

baseline. It shows the increase off the 
baseline. 

D 2115 
Mr. HOYER. The gentleman asked 

me to yield. Will the gentleman yield? 
Where does this savings, this magic 

savings come from that Mr. KASICH is 
applying to the tax cut? 

Mr. HOKE. It is not in this school
based nutrition program. 

Mr. HOYER. Where does it come from 
then? Let me show a little chart that 
we have. 

Mr. HOKE. Charts are good. 
Mr. HOYER. Charts are good. We 

have agreed that charts are good, and 
it is confusing. 

You did not like baselines. At the be
ginning of this session you wanted hon
est budgeting, no baselines. 

Now, Mr. DEFAZIO is right. I happen 
to be someone who supports the De
fense Department, believes we need a 
strong defense, have supported many 
of, frankly, Ronald Reagan's increases 
in the early 1980's. But the fact of the 
matter is Mr. DEFAZIO is correct. 

On the one hand, if buying weapons 
costs you more year to year, buying 
food also costs you more year to year. 
So the baseline is no more than phony 
for one than it is for the other. 

Now, because you think charts are 
good, let me show you these charts. 

Mr. HOKE. I totally agree with you 
about baselines. The problem with 
baselines is not taking into account 
the increases. It is deceiving the public 
about those increases. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time. 
What you are saying, whether you 

are talking about defense or children's 
breakfast and lunch or whether you are 
talking about food for women, infants, 
and children so that mothers can be 
healthy in their prenatal period and 
babies can be healthy in the postnatal 
period and grow up healthy and able to 
learn, either way, you are talking 
about maintaining effort unless you 
have a decreased need. 

And although I have not seen that, 
you responded that the number of kids 
increased, and you say that report 
shows that we are taking care of it. 

Here is the chart that shows the dif
ference between, and we use perhaps 
more programs here because the num
ber is larger for all the programs that 
are included on this chart, which in
cludes expenditures under current. law 
for school meals, child care food, sum
mer food, and the WIC program. 11.6, 
fiscal year 1995. 12.1 by the same prod
ucts. 

Mr. HOKE. Are you using home-based 
day care? Is that one of the programs 
you used? 

Mr. HOYER. Yes. 
Mr. HOKE. There is the difference. 

That is a program we are cutting. It is 
a program that the administration 
called to cut. It is a program that the 
President wants cut. You are abso
lutely right. That is an area that is 
going to show a difference because we 
are cutting. 

Mr. HOYER. So we have agreement. 
There is a cut. 

Mr. HOKE. That is right. And the 
reason that the administration wants 
to have that cut is that it is not means 
tested. Everybody gets it. And we be
lieve that only people that really need 
it should be getting these nutrition 
programs. 

Mr. HOYER. We are going to run out 
of my 5 minutes real soon. 

Mr. HOKE. I will give you more time. 
We have got all night. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time. 
The fact of the matter is that those 

five nutritional programs, if they grew 
as the need would require to stay even, 
that is all we are talking about, to stay 
even. You would be at 15.9. But you are 
at 13.6, a two billion difference. Seven 
billion. That is where we get that seven 
billion. These years are a $7 billion cut. 
Now, it is a cut, and you use it. 

Mr. KASICH and the Budget Commit
tee refers to this as we have got some 
savings from what they call, of course, 
a phoney baseline. 

But the fact of the matter is, I want 
to tell you in Maryland our folks have 
reviewed this program and 37,000 chil
dren, real people, will have to be cut off 
the program if your program passes. 

Now, that is what they say. They 
haven't seen CRS. That is what they 
say. Thirty-seven thousand kids are 
going to be cut off the rolls in Mary
land. 

SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GREEN
WOOD] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
had not intended to participate in this 
evening's special orders, but I was sit
ting in my office answering mail and 
became a little vexed about the discus
sion and decided I needed to come over 
and maybe engage someone on that 
side in some discussion, on the same 
subject of child nutrition programs. 

I am a member of the Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni
ties that worked very carefully to try 
to craft this bill, particularly as it re
lates to the school-based nutrition pro
grams. 

It angers me to hear over and over 
again the use of the term "cut" for 
these programs. It is not fair. It is not 

accurate. And if we want to elevate 
this argument to a place maybe we 
could find some agreement, we have to 
start agreeing on what is indisputable. 

What is indisputable is that we are 
not proposing a cut of one penny in the 
school 1 unch program, not a penny. In 
fact, we are proposing an increase that 
far exceeds, frankly, what your side of 
the aisle did when you had all of the 
tools available to you to set the budg
et. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. If the 
gentleman would yield. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
GREENWOOD, like you, I was waiting for 
my turn, and I also serve on the com
mittee with you. And let us talk about 
that "not cut" a minute because we 
served on that committee, and we tried 
to take away, and there was an amen~
ment in committee to eliminate the 
block granting of the school nutrition. 

And it was generally a party line 
vote, as I recall, to take away the 
school lunch in this process and say, 
okay, let us do welfare reform without 
touching school lunches. And it was de
feated on a party line. So the Repub
lican majority in our committee said 
school lunch is a part of the welfare re
form bill. 

You say you have an increase, but let 
me talk about and ask you about if 
this is correct. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Let me reclaim 
my time for a moment to state my 
case, and then I will be happy to en
gage you in further discussion. 

Last year when the Democrats con
trolled the House and the Senate and 
the White House, what you did in your 
budget was increase the school lunch 
program by 3.1 percent. We are propos
ing 4.5 percent for 5 years, which is 
about 50 percent better for the kids 
that we are doing in our proposal than 
you ever did. 

The President in this year's budget 
proposal, the President of the United 
States, the one who went to visit the 
school children in Maryland for lunch, 
he proposed a 3.6 percent increase this 
year. And we proposed 4.5 percent. 

Now I want to know who has the gall 
to call the difference between the 
President's 3.6 percent and our 4.5 per
cent a cut. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. If you 
would yield again to me. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I would yield if 
you would respond to my question. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. The dif
ference between the President is 3.1. 

I will give you an example. In the 
State of Texas, we are actually grow
ing 8 percent instead of 4.5. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Reclaiming my 
time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I will let 
you reclaim your time since Mr. HOKE 
wouldn't let some Members reclaim 
their time. 
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Mr. GREENWOOD. I will be happy to 

have anyone respond to me if they will 
indeed respond to me. 

The issue is this. I have heard Mem
bers from your side of the aisle all 
night tonight talk about a cut in the 
child nutrition program, particularly 
the school lunch program. I just want 
to know how you square that with 
these facts. 

When you ran the show here, you did 
3.1 percent more in the current fiscal 
year for school lunch programs. The 
President of the United States proposes 
3.6 percent, and we offer 4.5 percent for 
5 years. I want to know what you have 
to complain about compared to what 
you did when you were in control and 
what the President proposes. 

Ms. PELOSI. The difference, my col
league, and thank you for yielding, is 
that we are talking about a block 
grant versus an entitlement. When you 
are talking about a block grant you are 
talking about a limitation on the num
ber of children and the kind of nutri
tion they would get. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Let us talk in 
those terms. 

Ms. PELOSI. That is an important 
point because when you are talking 
about an entitlement, then the money 
will be there for the children. 

You are talking about a block grant 
that has several shortcomings. First of 
all, it is a limitation on the amount of 
money that will be spent regardless of 
the growth and need for children who 
are hungry. 

Second of all, your block grant re
quires that the Governors only spend 80 
percent of that money on the school 
lunch program. 

Third of all, your block grant re
moves the nutritional requirements so 
what the children are getting does not 
relate to what the children may need 
nutritionally. So you can spread it out 
among more kids so that they meet 
certain criteria for the block grant, but 
it may not be more kids who need the 
school lunch. Therefore, the nutrition 
that the really needy kids are getting 
is good. 

Fourth of all, you are talking about 
the school-based lunch program, and 
you are cutting out the summer pro
gram and the afternoon program and 
the child care program. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, may 

I request a point of order? Am I able to 
request two more minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is unable to entertain that re
quest during the 5-minute special or
ders. 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Since I yielded 
half of my time last time, would the 
gentleman yield me 30 seconds? 

Mr. BECERRA. I would be more than 
willing to yield if I have some time at 
the end of my remarks, and I probably 
will have. If I do, I would be more than 
happy to yield. 

I think the gentleman from Illinois a 
while back stated it best, Mr. DURBIN, 
when he said folks probably watching 
this do not understand what is going 
on. Is there a cut? Is there not a cut? 
Are the Republicans providing less? 
The answer is yes. 

I visited some elementary schools 
and high schools recently, and I was 
talking to those that do provide school 
lunch programs, and the principals will 
tell you the price of food is going up. 
The number of kids in schools is grow
ing. 

When you tell that principal that 
today the dollar that that principal has 
to provide a school lunch to a child is 
the same dollar or just a slight bit 
more than the principal will have to 
feed that same child or the child's 
younger brother or sister coming up, 
that principal will tell you, "If the 
school population has grown and infla
tion is cut into the value of my dollar, 
there is no way that I as a principal 
will be able to feed the number of stu
dents that need free or subsidized 
school lunches." 

Let us not make any mistake about 
that. The Republican proposal cuts the 
amount of moneys that would be _avail
able for child nutrition programs in 
this Nation. It cuts them because it 
does not square the fact that we have 
inflation in this country and we have 
growing student populations. If they 
kept pace, then we would be okay. 

And the problem that a number of us 
have as Democrats is that the current 
law says that whether or not we in 
Congress play political games with the 
moneys for our school kids, it makes 
no difference because the law protects 
children. The law preserves that oppor
tunity for the child to be able to pay a 
subsidized price for that school lunch 
or, if the child is very poor, then to get 
the lunch free because the law provides 
that right now. 

But under the new Republican pro
posal, not only would there not be a 
keeping of the pace with inflation and 
the growth of school population but at 
the same time the Republican bill guts 
that protection for children under the 
law that says you will get fed. Because 
we understand and have recognized 
under the law that it is important to 
make sure that you have the nutrition 
you need to be able to learn. 

The Republican bill says, no, you will 
get fed if the Cammi ttee on Appropria
tions in the House and if the Cammi t
tee on Appropriations in the Senate 
agrees that they will fund certain lev
els. 

So when the Republicans talk about 
their funding levels of 4.5 percent in
creases, they are speculating because 
they haven't provided those moneys. 
Those aren't there, and they will not 
be there until the appropriating com
mittees in each House each year de
cides that they will allocate the mon
eys. 

Let me tell you, I have very little 
faith that future Congresses will allo
cate the moneys that are authorized to 
be spent. 

Why do I say that? Well, last week 
we just finished, and I voted against 
this, proposing and adopting a bill that 
cut moneys. Where did it cut? Well, it 
did not do much to defense. It did not 
do anything to programs that are out 
there to subsidize the weal thy. 

What it did do was it cut from stu
dents, from the elderly, from veterans. 
And if I look at how they were able to 
make cuts in those programs, I have 
very little faith that a program like 
school nutrition, which will no longer 
be protected under the law, will be pro
tected from cuts in the future, espe
cially if anyone in this Congress is seri
ous about trying to balance the budget. 

So whether we want to say we are 
providing more money or not, the re
ality is that under current law our kids 
are protected from the shenanigans and 
politics of Members of Congress under 
the Republican proposal that is gone, 
and we have to hope that not only will 
they provide the money they say but 
they will see the light and provide the 
actual dollars needed for that principal 
to provide not just the same meal but 
provide it to the growing number of 
kids in the school. 

What does all this do to a place like 
Los Angeles, CA, a place that I rep
resent? Well, if in fact we are going to 
lose the $2.3 billion over the next 5 
years that the Republican bill will cost 
us, which is about a 6 percent cut, then 
I know in Los Angeles, the Los Angeles 
Unified School District, which is the 
second largest school district in the 
Nation with something over 600 and 
some odd thousand students in it, close 
to 550,000 of those children who receive 
subsidized or free lunches will not be 
able to eat, will not be able to eat the 
same amount, or will be told to wait 
until tomorrow. 

That is a lot of meals. That is a lot 
of kids. I think we have to start doing 
something differently. 
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MORE ON WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. JONES] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GREENWOOD). 
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Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding to me. I simply asked for the 
time so I could respond to the com
ments of my very good friend, the gen
tlewoman from California, because 
frankly, she brought the debate back 
to where I think it should be and that 
is a fair debate. 

The previous speaker raised legiti
mate issues about the difference be
tween an entitlement program and a 
block grant. That is the level of the 
discussion that we ought to have. If we 
have that level of discussion, then we 
can talk about different strategies to 
balance the budget. 

I came over here fairly upset because 
I am so angered to hear over and over 
again the use of the term "cutting" the 
funding for this program. It simply is 
not true. It really should not be said. 

The level of debate will be elevated 
tremendously if we talk about different 
strategies, whether it is entitlements 
or block grants. We can do that. We 
can have honest differences of opinion. 
We might actually learn from each 
other and find some common ground. 

I really would encourage my friends 
on the other side of the aisle to stop 
using the terminology of cutting fund
ing for this program, when in fact the 
facts are, and I will repeat them, when 
the Democrats controlled the House 
and the Senate and the White House, 
they provided this program with a 3.1 
percent increase and the president, in 
this year's budget, proposed 3.6 per
cent, and we have offered 4.5 percent 
for the next 5 years. 

If the appropriators do not do that, 
that is a discussion for another day. 
And perhaps we will join some of you 
in voting against an appropriations bill 
that does not live up to the 4.5 percent 
authorization. But let us be honest 
about where we are in the process. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, in the 
spirit of debate, I would like to respond 
to the gentleman's comments. What we 
have to do, if we are going to debate 
this in a way that is clear to the Amer
ican people, is to define our terms. The 
gentleman from Ohio was waving the 
CRS report before and saying how 
much of an increase that the Repub
lican proposal was of the school-based 
lunch plan versus, as you are referenc
ing, President Clinton's increase on an 
en ti tlemen t program as opposed to a 
block grant. 

The point I want to make is that 
what the gentleman was waving was al
ready a cut, yes, a cut, because it is 
only referring to the school-based 
lunch program. It does not provide 
funding for the afternoon program or 
the summer school program. So you 
have already cut children's nutrition 
plans. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the debate on both sides as it re-

lates to the nutrition program. I want
ed to touch on welfare and the need for 
welfare, but first I have to make these 
comments as a former Democrat, that 
today I was interviewed by the Wash
ington Post wanting to know why in 
the State of North Carolina that we 
went from 8 Democratic Congressmen, 
four Republicans to four Republican 
Congressmen and four-excuse me, 
eight Republican Congressmen and four 
Democrats. The whole purpose is sim
ply because the new minority party 
was out of touch with the middle-class 
working American. 

People in America are paying, the 
working family will spend half of what 
it makes on paying taxes and actually 
spend more on paying taxes than it will 
spend on clothing, housing and food. 
And this debate tonight about children 
is extremely important, and on our 
side we believe we are doing what is 
right for children. 

I can tell the other side, after hear
ing the debate today and yesterday, 
that the American people are ready for 
downsizing Government. They are 
ready to see efficiency in programs. 
They are ready to see less taxes coming 
out of their paycheck. That is what I 
think the Republican party has done. 

Let me talk just briefly, I know my 
time is short, about the facts on wel
fare. Since the 1960s, Washington has 
spent approximately $5 trillion of tax
payers' money on the war on poverty. 
It is the most expensive war our Nation 
has ever waged, and it is a war we have 
lost. The amount we spend in a year on 
welfare is roughly three times the 
amount needed to raise the incomes of 
all poor Americans above the poverty 
income threshold. Nearly 65 percent of 
the people on welfare at any given time 
would be in the welfare system for 8 
years or longer. 

A record 14.3 million people now re
ceive welfare benefits, a 31 percent in
crease since 1989. Funding for welfare 
programs is estimated to increase from 
$325 billion in 1993 to $500 billion in 
1998. 

My colleagues, the people of America 
are demanding welfare reform. We can 
debate as we should debate, being a de
mocracy, but when we really come 
down to it, the working people of 
America are tired and fed up of seeing 
their money wasted. It is our respon
sibility and obligation to pass welfare 
reform. 

THE DEAL SUBSTITUTE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Speaker, I agree with 
my colleague from Tennessee, who 
joins me along the Tennessee-Georgia 
border, Mr. WAMP, on the Republican 
side. He said that we do not need par
tisanship in this issue. I would come 

here tonight to suggest that we have a 
solution that breaks the status quo, 
that changes the existing programs, 
and we do it in a way that we think 
works. 

We ought to all be seeking solutions 
that work, rather than political rhet
oric. I have listened to the debate all 
day today, and I have come to one con
clusion. We probably need fewer speech 
writers and more mathematicians. The 
only trouble is, I am reminded of the 
saying that "figures don't lie but lies 
sure can figure." We seem to be caught 
up in that business of arguing about 
figures. 

Now, there is something that is true, 
and I think my colleague made the 
point earlier, and that is this, you can
not have it both ways. In your welfare 
reform package you are either going to 
make cuts to have the savings to offset 
the tax cuts that are coming or you are 
not. You cannot have it both ways. 

Now, we have talked about various 
aspects of this plan, and we focused 
just recently on talking about the 
child nutrition programs. I am looking 
here at a document that came from the 
majority leader's office in which he is 
talking about the savings from the Re
publican bill. Now, they are either sav
ings or they are not savings. And ac
cording to this, it says that there are 
$66.3 billion of savings over 5 years. I 
understand that figure may have in
creased now because of some other 
changes. 

And the one area of title III of the 
bill of child care and nutrition, accord
ing to the majority leader's office, 
saves $11.8 billion over 5 years. Well, I 
do not know whether you are talking 
about cuts or whether you are talking 
about cuts from base line. The point is, 
either you have savings or you do not 
have savings. They are either cuts or 
they are not cuts. You cannot have it 
both ways. 

Now, let us talk about a few of the 
things that I think are significant, and 
I pointed this out today. My chart has 
had to be amended as a result of an en 
bloc amendment that came on the floor 
today. But this is a chart that com
pares and contrasts the Republican 
version of welfare reform with a sub
stitute that I, along with several of my 
colleagues, will be offering. It talks 
about the concept of work. 

I think all of us should agree that 
work is the best solution to breaking 
the welfare cycle. And the question is, 
how do you get people off welfare and 
into work and how do you achieve that 
goal of keeping them in a work force? 

We both have in our plans percent
ages of the population that must move 
into the work force at certain levels. 
As you will notice, the Republican plan 
started off at 4 percent. It is has now 
been amended up to 10 percent. Ours 
starts in 1997 with 16 percent going to 
a total of 52 percent at the final termi
nation in the year 2003 and thereafter. 
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As a result of the amendments on the 

floor today, the work percentages of 
the Republican plan have now been in
creased significantly. In fact, cumula
tively those percentages are about 52 
percent, I believe. But the interesting 
thing to me is that if it costs to put 
people into a work program to move 
them off of welfare into the work force, 
if it costs money, and it obviously 
does, if it did not cost any money all of 
us would say 100 percent from the first 
day must be in the work force. 

I would point out, however, that 
under the Republican plan, they allow 
people to stay on welfare for 2 years 
and do not require anything of them. 

We require within 30 days that they 
must sign a self-sufficiency plan and 
they must begin the job search process. 
We also have a 4-year limit once they 
enter a work first program. Two years 
in work first, at the most 2 years in a 
community service plan, and then a 
State option if they choose to put them 
with a voucher system for 2 years at 
the maximum. 

Now, if it does not cost any money to 
move people from welfare to work, 
then we ought to all put our percent
ages at 100 percent from the word go. If 
it does cost money to up the percent
ages, we have seen the percentages on 
work under here by an amendment but 
we have not seen any revenue flow to 
the States to pay for that. It does not 
work both ways. It either costs money 
to do this or it does not cost money to 
do this. If it costs money to increase 
your percentages, then we ought to 
have some reflection in the funding 
proposal to pay for it. We do not see 
that. 

WELFARE REFORM IN ARIZONA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SALMON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
last 4 years I have been serving in the 
Arizona State legislature prior to com
ing to this noble institution. 

One of the privileges that I have had 
is to co-chair the Joint Select Commit
tee on Children and Family Services. 
What I have seen over the last several 
years has really frightened me. 

I think that government has become 
the great enabler. Those of us that 
have dealt with programs with alcohol
ics, people that we have tried to help to 
get off the problem, recognize that first 
of all, they have to have a desire deep 
inside that they want to change that 
terrible situation that has been plagu
ing them for probably many years. But 
if they do not decide that they want to 
change, it is not going to happen. 

I think government has become the 
great enabler with welfare programs in 
that we have basically robbed people of 
self-dignity. We have told them, we do 
not want you in mainstream society. 

We will pay you to stay at home be
cause you really have no value to soci
ety. I think it is a very counterfeit 
type of compassion. Just as it would be 
with the alcoholic that is going 
through detox, when they are writhing 
in agony and going through the pain, 
to offer them a bottle of scotch to solve 
their problem, I believe that the gov
ernment programs that have really 
trapped people in a snare of govern
ment dependency and replaced it with 
nothing, which has robbed people of 
their self-dignity. They have got to be 
replaced. We have to flee from those 
programs as fast as we can. 

I do not mean to belittle the efforts 
tonight of the minority party in trying 
to reform the system. But I will say, 
with all due respect, you have had 30 
years to do it so I am not sure that the 
sincerity of the effort tonight is truly 
noted. 

I really feel that it is time for us to 
get off of our duff. It is time for us to 
help people to help themselves. 

It was a great President on his inau
guration that said, ask not what your 
country can do for you, ask what you 
can do for your country. How quickly, 
it has only been three short decades 
since that prophetic declaration was 
made, and here we are today trying to 
be mother and father to people that 
really on their own are crying for dig
nity and they want the ability to be 
able to help themselves and get out of 
the trap that they are ensnared in, the 
destructive trap that they are ensnared 
in. 

In Arizona, we were able to pass some 
really key reforms within the last cou
ple of years. In fact, I would like to 
talk a little bit about one of my favor
ite people in Arizona. It is Charles Bar
kley. 

Mr. Speaker, there are at least two 
huge differences between President Bill 
Clinton and Arizona's own Charles Bar
kley. Sir Charles, for one, backs up his 
big talk with big action. We have no 
such luck with Bill Clinton. 

In my home State, we have been 
waiting for the Clinton administration 
HHS to grant us a waiver so we can im
plement our State's innovative welfare 
reform proposals. 

Let me tell you about one of the pilot 
programs which would cash out the 
value of food stamps and give it to an 
employer to subsidize them to hire an 
employee, to hire a welfare recipient. 
It is a win/win. They get a job. They 
get dignity and self-respect and the 
employer gets a valued employee. 

Our bill was signed by the governor a 
year ago but the waiver paperwork was 
done last August. I personally wrote 
the President in February, the first of 
the year. Still nothing. But there he 
was, just a few days later, talking big 
before the National Association of 
Counties, while the President's waiver 
application grows cobwebs on the 
President's desk, Bill Clinton declared, 

to applause in fact, here it is in the 
paper, in the Washington Times, "Clin
ton wants States to have freedom to 
adjust welfare." 
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He basically said, to applause, that 

we should abolish the waiver system 
altogether. Well, Mr. Clinton, we are 
waiting. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SALMON. No, I will not yield. 
Approve the waiver now, President 

Clinton. 
Mr. Speaker, I also forgot to say that 

there is one other crucial difference be
tween President Clinton and Charles 
Barkley. I still believe Charles Barkley 
somewhere in the country could win an 
election. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
woman from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to tell the gentleman we will 
have a great deal for you tomorrow, be
cause in the Deal substitute plan we 
give the flexibility to the States to not 
have to deal with those waivers. It is a 
wonderful proposal that will be pre
sented tomorrow and it is an oppor
tunity for you to take a look at things 
that we will be able to offer to the 
States, flexibility to deal with their 
own plan. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim 
the balance of my time, and I would 
like to say I believe in private sector 
jobs and in more government-funded 
programs. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. That is exactly right; 
that is what we do. 

Mr. SALMON. I do believe people 
ought to have the dignity to be able to 
go out into the private sector to be 
able to get jobs, and really, if sincerely 
you do believe that this is a good idea, 
would you call President Clinton for 
me tomorrow and tell him to pass that 
waiver? 

DIGNITY OF WORK IS WHAT 
WELFARE REFORM IS ALL ABOUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. TANNER], is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say as I start here, I have been 
here 6 years and we have been working 
on this welfare reform program almost 
from the day I got here. 

The people who have been working on 
the Deal substitute have been working 
tirelessly for the last 3 years that I 
know of, and we appreciate the oppor
tunity to come to the floor tomorrow 
and offer the Congress, the House, a 
chance to vote with us. 

I have been disappointed in the de
bate tonight. I still have trouble deter
mining why a school lunch program 
has anything to do with helping people 
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go back to work. When we started our 
welfare reform plan, we went from the 
principle that work is dignity, work is 
what people need, work will make this 
country stronger, and we insist that if 
you want something from the Govern
ment you must do something for your
self. 

For people who are talking about the 
school lunch program, the school lunch 
program started 49 years ago and it was 
a national program. The reason it was 
started by President Truman was be
cause so many kids from around the 
country in poor, rural States were un
able to pass their draftee physical. 

School nutrition, what kids have for 
lunch is not what we are about. We are 
about reforming the welfare system so 
people can go back to work and earn 
their own way. 

We give more State flexibility in the 
Deal bill than anybody does. Right 
here, provisions, AFDC benefits, State 
option; mandated in H.R. 4. Families, 
States option, mandated in H.R. 4. 
Child support pass-through, State op
tion for Deal, mandated in H.R. 4. 

It is ironic that on the day the Presi
dent signs the unfunded mandates leg
islation, which many of us have been 
working on for 2 or 3 years, and again 
we thank the majority for bringing 
that to the floor, that we have seen a 
bill now come before the floor on wel
fare for mandating to the States .many 
of the things that we leave to State 
flexibility on the wonderful theory 
that many Republicans have professed 
through the years that local people 
know best. 

We have work first. We give States 
flexibility in how they do that, and we 
do one other thing for those people 
that are just barely getting by and 
they are working, they are living by 
the rules, playing by the rules and that 
is this: We include public assistance for 
purposes of taxable income on the basic 
fair theory that a welfare dollar should 
not be worth more than a work-earned 
dollar. We are the only plan that does 
that. 

Now we have, many of us who have 
been voting for some of the contract 
provisions as conservative Democrats, 
have asked some of our moderate Re
publican friends to join us on the the
ory, as the gentleman said earlier to
night, neither party has a monopoly on 
wisdom and virtue, and I think any
body who does not subscribe to that 
theory is fooling themselves. We asked 
for some bipartisan support on our 
plan. The Deal plan is the best plan in 
this Congress. You would not have had 
to have all of these amendments today 
you have had to put up. It is already in 
our package, if you would just give us 
the same consideration you ask from 
time to time from us, and it would be 
bipartisan. Come on over, read the Deal 
bill. If you have not, you ought to, be
cause what we do in this substitute is 
exactly what many of you all have pro-

fessed you want to do, and that is bring 
back the dignity of work to the Amer
ican people and help them get off of 
welfare. 

That is what welfare reform is about. 
We can talk all night about whether 
there is a cut in the child school lunch 
program or not. It does not have much 
to do with helping someone get back to 
work, an adult, and that is what we try 
to do, and that is what we will do. And 
we know this: Real welfare reform has 
to be a Federal-State partnership and 
you cannot just block grant it and say 
States, here is some money, do the best 
you can with it. That will not work. 
That will not put people back to work. 
And that is why we got this letter 
today from the United States Con
ference of Mayors. They know what is 
going to hit them and they do not have 
the equipment or the ability to handle 
it, quite frankly, and you cannot just 
say block grant it and let the States do 
i.t any way they want to. 

We do, and we enter into a true Fed
eral-State partnership and we clean up 
the mess here in Washington in the 
Deal bill before we turn it over to the 
States. And I believe, and I would ask 
everybody here to read our bill and to 
give us serious consideration tomor
row. 

I think you will find it is by far the 
best approach. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to pick up on the comments of the last 
speaker. I think it is important to note 
that the gentleman from Tennessee 
thanked the majority party for getting 
the unfunded mandates legislation to 
the floor of the House as has the major
ity party brought welfare reform fi
nally to the floor of the House. And I 
will say this to my moderate Democrat 
friends over there, that we are glad you 
have a plan. 

I was real disappointed when the 
President decided to end the welfare 
debate as we know it by not offering a 
plan. I thought he was going to end 
welfare, but it was just end the welfare 
debate. So I am glad you all have 
stepped in and filled what is obviously 
a leadership vacuum and tremendous 
void over there both from the White 
House and I would say the party lead
ership. I am glad to see the Deal plan 
is on the floor. A lot of a good aspects 
on the Deal plan, a lot of good aspects 
in it and I am looking at it. 

Favor H.R. 4 though. It is a bill that 
offers hope and independence and op
portunity for people. I think it is im
portant. 

Today I had an opportunity to meet a 
lady named Felicia Patterson from Sa
vannah, GA. She had been on welfare. 

She is right now living in public hous
ing and she has now got a job. She is 
independent, she is raising three chil
dren. She is asking for a little help on 
something that to my knowledge the 
Deal plan does not address, H.R. 4 I 
hope will address in the future. It is 
something I think both parties ought 
to come back and work on and that is 
the subject of rent reform. 

You know in a public housing unit 
when somebody is making money, as 
Ms. Patterson is, and their income goes 
up, their rent goes up, so what they 
find themselves doing is running faster 
just to stay in place; and in a situation 
where they get married or the father 
decides to live at home, they get 
thrown out completely. Or if, as in Ms. 
Patterson's case, you have a 16-year
old child who wants to go to work but 
knows that all of the money is just 
going to go to additional rent, it is 
kind of hard on them. We have to make 
it so that the transition to getting off 
of public assistance in its entirety is a 
little bit smoother. 

Now the Republican plan has a lot of 
flexibility. It allows States to work 
with people like Ms. Patterson and it 
grants some waivers, and I think stuff 
like that is important. I will not say it 
is totally complete. But all of these 
bills we are going to have to come 
back. After all, the current welfare sys
tem is one of despondency and depend
ence probably as a result of 40 years of 
negligence and political payoffs and so 
forth . We did not get here overnight. 
We got here slowly. And we are prob
ably going to pull out of this thing 
slowly. 

The thing I do like about; the Repub
lican plan is it consolidates 45 different 
welfare programs into 4 flexible block 
grants. Anytime I her the idea of elimi
nating duplication of consolidating 
Federal programs I get excited, be
cause as a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations, I cannot tell you, 
Mr. Speaker, the number of govern
ment agencies that come in day after 
day, doing the exact same thing, but 
have a little bit different title, and of 
course it is a tad bit different turf and 
they are all saying please keep us 
alive, we are the only agency that can 
deliver such service. That is not true. 
The Republican plan consolidates serv
ices, it consolidates a number of dif
ferent things that will free up money 
by eliminating bureaucrats' jobs and 
free up money to help create more 
flexibility to States, and lowers the tax 
burden for taxpayers so that the pri
vate sector can go out and create jobs. 

One of the aspects I like about the 
Republican plan is the idea of requiring 
work. I think that that is important 
because we have got to give people the 
opportunity to end the cycle and be
come independent, and have that hope 
that you and I have when we get our 
paycheck and buy our own car and buy 
our own food and put a down payment 
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on a House and so forth. I think all of 
that is very important. 

The other thing that I like about it, 
I am not sure if the moderate Demo
crat plan addresses it or not, but ille
gal aliens, one of the problems particu
larly in California, Texas, and even in 
Georgia, we have 28,000 illegal aliens. 
This restricts benefits to illegal aliens. 
I am sick and tired, as I know my con
stituents in Georgia are, of going out 
and earning a living and then seeing a 
percentage of your paycheck go to peo
ple who are illegal aliens who have 
never paid American taxes and do not 
even have proper citizenship cards. I 
am glad to see the Republican Party 
addressing that. 

Stopping the welfare payment and 
the new benefit for having a baby, we 
have interviewed people who have said 
listen, there is in fact to some women 
out that and some people a motivation 
to have an additional child if they are 
going to get paid for it. 

These things, Mr. Speaker, are ad
dressed in the Republican plan. I think 
it is a good plan. We will look at the 
Deal plan; I think it has some good as
pects, but I hope you all will look at 
ours. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, we 
have another chart and I am glad to 
know that the gentleman is looking at 
the Deal plan because I think that that 
is very important, because I think it 
does do many of the things that the 
gentleman talked about, particularly 
in simplification, folding in waste, 
fraud and abuse. We are all trying to 
meet that same criteria. I think where 
we really get into the fights is over 
some of the funding issues and specifi
cally because of some of the entitle
ment issues. 

But I heard some remarks tonight 
that I really took exception to and 
that was that some of us may have lost 
or gotten into the Beltway kind of feel
ing up here. Let me tell you, I have 
never done that and I can tell you that 
the people that work in my office every 
day are out there helping people every 
day with problems that they have . So I 
am going to give you some facts, and 
some real-life situations, and not just 
about numbers, first of all, and then I 
am going to go to the numbers. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, I will never ac
cuse you of being an inside-of-the-Belt
way person because I fly home with 
you every weekend. I will say this: I 
hope you tell some of the stories to the 
leadership in your party who do tend to 
be a little bit more inside the Beltway 
than someone like yourself . 
. Mrs. THURMAN. I think we can all 
take some credit for that, and I will 

leave it at that. I want to talk about a 
man and woman who live in Horsehoe 
Beach, Thomas and Pam Wright, and 
they have five children, four of which 
are of school age. Tom was a long dis
tance truck driver who made $600 to 
$800 a week. He was diagnosed with dia
betes and can no longer be certified as 
a truck driver and now is working as a 
security guard, and he makes $200 a 
week and he is now receiving $230 per 
month in food stamps. He does not like 
where he is at, but he does not know 
what to do if this is cut off. 

Danielle Plummer, a 30-year-old sin
gle mother living in Holder, FL consid
ered herself lucky because she inher
ited a 40-year-old A-frame house which 
was paid for. So she does not have to 
pay rent anymore. Imagine that. 

Miss Plummer recently lost her job 
at a McDonald's restaurant because she 
lost her source of transportation and if 
you know where this area is of Florida, 
there is no transportation. She receives 
$212 in food stamps and $214 in AFDC 
monthly for her 10-year-old daughter. 
Miss Plummer has been in and out of 
court fighting for child support and 
cannot receive benefits owed for her 
daughter. 
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She admits welfare is not where she 

wan ts to be, nor is it where she plans 
on remaining. However, when I asked 
her what she would do if her assistance 
she now receives was suddenly discon
tinued, she said, "I don't know. My 
God, how would I take care of my 
daughter?" Those are real people. 
Those are people that live in my dis
trict. 

But in the Deal plan, I was asked to 
look at some situations as how the pur
chasing power, and I will admit, you do 
go up 2 percent for purchasing power 
for food every year, but what happens 
is that that power actually goes down. 
And this is what happens here. 

In the Deal plan we keep 102 percent, 
the safety net, very safety net. This is 
the package that President Nixon and 
President Ford worked on, and they 
said, "We have got to have a thrifty 
food plan. We have got to make sure 
there is a nutritional program out 
there," kind of like we do with food 
and breakfast and those kinds of 
things, that very basic nutritional 
need. What happens is, if you look at 
what happens traditionally in food 
prices, they have gone up 3.4 percent 
every year. In your plan it goes up 2 
percent. So what we are doing is we are 
notching that down every year, and not 
leaving it so people get good nutri
tional value. This is what happens. 

Deal leaves it 102 percent. Repub
licans, under H.R. 4, actually, as you 
see it, it declines. So think about it 
this way, think about this woman who 
is on food stamps who has to go to the 
grocery store next year, because she 
does not have a job, she is trying, she 

is trying to do all the right things to 
raise her daughter, she goes to the gro
cery store, and now all of a sudden she 
has got to start pulling food out of the 
bag, because she cannot afford to keep 
up with prices as they have increased. 
It may mean a loaf of bread. It may 
mean some eggs. It may mean that 
milk. It may mean one of those basic 
nutritional value foods that we talk 
about. 

And that is what you are going to 
end up doing here. 

Now, let me tell you about Michael 
and his family to finish this. Well, I do 
not have time, but let us just remem
ber in this debate, this is not about 
numbers. This is about people with real 
problems, and we need to be careful. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE DEAL 
SUBSTITUTE BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
certainly like to say to my colleague 
from Georgia and the others over there 
that, yes, we do thank your leadership 
for bringing up some of these issues 
that we have worked very hard on over 
the past 3 years. And I guess I can say 
that, as a newer Member, I also think 
it is important that we shed our petti
ness in terms of who is bringing up the 
issues and look more at what is hap
pening to the American people. I think 
that is one of the objectives that I and 
many of the other colleagues that I 
have shared this bill with, the Deal 
substitute bill, in trying to put people 
above politics, and that is a very im
portant issue that we have to do right 
now. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Will the gentle
woman yield? 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I thought it was the 
Democrat chart that had a T shape on 
our plan versus your plans. I was only 
responding to your plan. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I just think it is very 
important for the American people to 
know our group and the bill that we 
have produced is very nonpartisan. It is 
a very practical bill. It is very realis
tic. And we are here because we want 
to put people before politics. That is 
what is important, taking the Amer
ican people, looking at what their 
needs are. 

Tomorrow we will have the options of 
looking at the bill offered by the gen
tlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], the 
Deal bill, and the Republican Contract 
bill. 

We have worked hard. We have pro
duced a bill that is really realistic in 
terms of what it does for the American 
people and in terms of what it does for 
this Nation in long-term getting people 
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off of welfare, and that is what we 
want. We do not want to just throw 
them off of welfare . We want to get 
them off of welfare, get them off of the 
generational dependency and put them 
into a constructive, contributing life 
style. 

People have a tendency really to ig
nore the voice of reason, and I think 
really that is what we have got to 
present in the Deal bill is real reason, 
looking at what people need to survive 
and to become independent. 

It is time that we finally hear what 
that voice of reason is. We have talked 
about priorities tonight. Are you going 
to talk about food and making sure 
children get fed, or are you going to 
talk about $20 billion to $40 billion of 
increases in military spending? Are 
you going to talk about putting people 
back to work and giving them the op
portunity to provide for themselves? 
That is what is important. We have got 
to look at where this Nation is spend
ing its money. 

In terms of percentages, if you look 
at the money we are spending on both 
military, on interest, on the debt, the 
talks we have had here tonight in 
terms of nutrition, less than 0.1 per
cent are a drop in the bucket in what 
we need to do, and our voice Of reason, 
the Deal substitute, puts more people 
to work than the alternative bills that 
will be offered tomorrow. 

The Deal substitute is the only one 
that devotes its entire savings to defi
cit reduction, and if you are serious 
about deficit reduction for your chil
dren and your children's children, you 
have got to realize that we have got to 
put those savings toward deficit reduc
tion. We realize the same amount of 
savings roughly that the Republican 
plan does, but we direct our savings to 
deficit reduction, because we are wor
ried about the future of our children, 
not only in welfare reform, but also in 
deficit reduction. 

The Deal substitute recognizes that 
it is impossible to work without proper 
job training and child care. You cannot 
ask a single mother to work for her 
benefits if she has nowhere to take her 
children. 

And, yes, you are right, the family 
structure in this Nation is deteriorat
ing, and that young woman does not 
have the support network of a family, 
a grandparent or a parent to look after 
that child. She has got to depend on 
some child care, and we have got to 
provide it, and we do in the Deal sub
stitute. We not only provide it, but we 
pay for it, and that is an important 
part of what we do. 

The Deal substitute identifies the 
problems that have been created in the 
crazy checks abuse, and it solves the 
problem. I have seen a tremendous 
amount of that problem in my district, 
and I have been working hard over 
these past years to look for a reason
able solution that does not throw out 

the baby with the bath water. It does 
not put that child with cerebral palsy 
out on the street, but it makes sure the 
disabled children, especially those that 
are multiply disabled, are going to be 
helped, but the ones that are abusing 
the programs, those loopholes will be 
closed. 

The Deal substitute is the only one 
that sets a 2-year lifetime limit on wel
fare benefits, the only program that is 
going to be offered that sets a 2-year 
lifetime limit. 

We give the States the option of ex
tending benefits for 2 more years with 
community service, and that is what 
we have heard from most people is that 
the States know better how to craft 
and to recraft those programs to get 
their people back into the work force. 

The Deal substitute gives States 
more flexibility than any other pro
posal without passing massive costs on 
to the States, no unfunded mandates. 
We do not produce the unfunded man
dates, because we know it is unrealis
tic, and in the long run it will not 
work. 

The Deal substitute does not demand 
family caps. Instead, we give that flexi
bility to the States, that option of de
nying additional benefits to mothers 
who have more children while on wel
fare. 

The Deal substitute includes welfare 
benefits as taxable income. It is the 
best alternative you are going to get, 
and I encourage my colleagues to sup
port it. 

WELFARE REFORM AND DEFICIT 
REDUCTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
. Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it is 

good to see my good friend from Ohio 
in the chair tonight. 

At the outset, I yield to my good 
friend from Georgia for a moment. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me say one 
thing about the Deal alternative. I do 
agree, Mr. Speaker, with the previous 
speaker. It is the best alternative that 
is out there, not as good as H.R. 4, the 
Republican plan, but in terms of an al
ternative, I agree that the moderate 
Democrats are showing some leader
ship over there, and I hope maybe you 
can inspire your official leaders to 
show some leadership, too. 

One thing though I do want to say 
about the Democrats' newfound inter
est in deficit reduction is that, you 
know, for since 1969, the Democrats 
have controlled the House, and each 
year we have a new debt. Now, I say 
since 1969; that is the last time we had 
a balanced budget, but year after year 
the deficit has gone up. 

But I say this: It is a Republican and 
a Democrat obligation to address it, 
because I believe both parties created 

the deficit, and I am glad now that 
both of us are talking about it, and let 
us have this one-upmanship. Let us see 
who can top each other's deficit-reduc
tion plan. That is what two parties are 
all about. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I am happy to yield 
to the gentlewoman from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I just wanted to re
emphasize the fact if we are really 
truly talking about deficit reduction 
that all of what we have been talking 
about in terms of cuts, rescissions, and 
certainly in the welfare reform and the 
moneys that we can save should be 
going to deficit reduction, and I would 
certainly encourage the gentlemen 
when those amendments are offered 
and certainly when we talk about the 
lockbox aspects of putting those mon
eys towards deficit reduction, that we 
will see that. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my 
time, I note with interest the gentle
woman from Arkansas preceded me in 
this Chamber by one term, part of the 
103rd Congress, I know not her voting 
record personally, but I do not know 
the former majority is on record as 
voting for the largest tax increase in 
history, a tax increase which hit so 
many Americans in the wallet as to be 
just grossly unfair, and went on with 
the gasoline tax the average impact of 
which being in excess of an average of 
$400 per year in additional energy pay
ments for every family in America, re
gardless of their socioeconomic status. 
So I would contend with the lady and 
my other good friends on the other side 
of the aisle, I do not believe we can tax 
ourselves to prosperity, and nor, al
though there are certainly some noble 
aspects ·to the notion of a deficit 
lockbox, I believe we have to return 
the money to the people who earned 
that money in the first place. 

If I could speak for just a few mo
ments on the 5 minutes I have, I thank 
my good friends on the other side for 
their restraint. I would also add that I 
certainly welcome tonight's meaning
ful dialog in stark contrast to the 
hysterics we heard earlier today. 

I mentioned that earlier today during 
the debate I cannot for the life of me 
understand why anyone from any polit
ical party would choose to compare 
their opposition to the Third Reich of 
Nazi Germany or to slave holders. I be
lieve that was inexcusable, but I wel
come certainly the tone tonight which 
has changed. 

You and I just happen to have a dif
ference of opinion. I think we also have 
a different in terpreta ti on on some of 
the numbers, but let me yield in the in
terests of fairness to my friend from 
Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I just want to say 
that we have also seen three consecu
tive years of deficit reduction. I would 
just like to encourage the gentleman 
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to make sure that he knows that there 
are those of us who are speaking out 
for deficit reduction. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my 
time, I would point out that deficit re
duction came at the expense of hard
working taxpayers who would like to 
keep more of their money in their own 
pocket, and if we cut taxes and cut the 
deficit and build this economy, then 
that will be the answer for everyone in
cluding those trapped right now in the 
prison, if you will, of welfare, and a 
system that is broken, and we all agree 
is in need of some radical change. 

We asked for that type of change, and 
that is what we are working to do with 
your majority bill, H.R. 4. We welcome 
your thoughts on it, but we would ask 
you to take a much closer look at the 
numbers you purport with reference to 
the Federal lunch program. One is 
tempted to recall the words of our good 
friend from California, "There you go 
again," not talking about the real 
numbers. We call for increases in the 
school lunch program of 4.5 percent 
over the next 5 years, an increase over 
5 years of $1.1 billion in expenditures, 
and we are getting the job done while 
we are hearing a lot of rhetoric. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I yield to my 
friend, the gentlewoman from Califor
nia. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

I would like to reference your re
marks where you just said there was an 
increase in school lunch program, and I 
want to, and I appreciate the time to 
respond to that, there is not an in
crease in the school lunch program. 
There is a cut. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentlewoman 
has to understand how on Earth can 
you increase a program, now, in fair
ness, if you are saying there is a reduc
tion in anticipated increases, I would 
certainly contend that is an interest
ing way to define a cut. 

Ms. PELOSI. I wish the gentleman 
would wait un tit my time so we can 
continue. 

THE CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM 
DOES NOT WORK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to talk about something 
that I think we all agree upon. There 
has been a lot of discussion, a lot of de
bate today, and it seems that one thing 
that we do agree upon is the current 
welfare system simply does not work, 
and instead of requiring work, it actu
ally punishes those who go to work. In
stead of instilling personal responsibil
ity, it encourages dependence on the 
Government, and instead of encourag-

ing marriage and family stability, it 
penalizes two-parent families and re
wards teenage pregnancies. 

We all agree welfare must be dras
tically changed, and that welfare 
should only offer transitional assist
ance leading to work, not leading to a 
way of life. 

Now, I am one of the cosponsors of 
the Deal substitute, and we are com
mitted in our bill to making some pret
ty major changes. Our bill is the only 
bill that will be considered which en
sures that its savings are used for defi
cit reduction. 

Now, I think that is an important 
goal that many of us share, and our bill 
is the only bill that ensures that our 
savings will be used for that purpose. 
We support welfare reform that empha
sizes work. It emphasizes personal re
sponsibility. It emphasizes family sta
bility. 

The Deal substitute imposes some 
pretty tough work requirements while 
providing opportunities for education 
and training and for child care and 
health care to support working people. 
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It provides States with the resources 

necessary in order for welfare reform 
to succeed without shifting costs to 
local governments or without creating 
unfunded mandates, and it gives the 
State the flexibility to design and ad
minister welfare programs they need 
without sacrificing accountability of 
the Nation's taxpayer's dollars. We be
lieve that real welfare reform must be 
about replacing a welfare check with a 
paycheck. 

The Deal substitute's time-limited 
work first program is designed to get 
people into the work force as quickly 
as possible by requiring all recipients 
to enter a self-sufficiency plan within 
30 days of receiving their benefits. 

The Republican welfare bill allows 
recipients to receive cash benefits for 
up to 2 years before they are required 
to work or even to look for work. 

The Deal substitute also encourages 
welfare recipients to leave welfare for 
work by providing adequate funding for 
safe child care and by extending transi
tional medicaid assistance from 1 year 
to 2 years. 

The Deal substitute provides the nec
essary resources for welfare recipients 
to become self-sufficient, but it also re
quires recipients to be responsible for 
their own actions by setting clear time 
limits on benefits. No benefits will be 
paid to anyone, and this is extremely 
important, no benefits will be paid to 
anyone who refuses to work, who re
fuses to look for work or who turns 
down a job. 

In addition to making individuals re
sponsible for their own welfare, we de
mand that both parents be responsible 
for their children. The Deal substitute 
includes the toughest child support 
system ever to make sure that the non-

custodial parents simply don't walk 
away from the children that they 
helped bring into this world. 

The sponsors of the Deal substitute 
recognize that in order to reform wel
fare States must have the flexibility to 
design and administer welfare pro
grams that are tailored to their unique 
needs, to the unique characteristic of 
their States. And we believe that 
States should not have to go through 
any cumbersome Federal waiver proc
ess in order to implement innovative 
reforms in their welfare programs. 

The Deal substitute, in fact, puts 
into place a Federal model for the work 
first program, but it really encourages 
States to develop their own work pro
grams. And, unlike the Republican bill, 
the Deal substitute does not remove 
some existing mandates only to replace 
them with different mandates regard
ing payments for children born on wel
fare or payments to teenage mothers. 

I believe that the Deal substitute of
fers the best approach to welfare re
form. It takes a tough approach by set
ting time limits, and it requires people 
to be responsible for their own actions. 
It provides the necessary resources for 
welfare recipients to realistically 
achieve self-sufficiency, and I believe 
that the Deal substitute is the only 
welfare reform bill which gives the 
American people what they really 
want, which is a plan that makes work 
the number one priority, individuals 
responsible for their own actions, and 
welfare reform that gives the States 
the flexibility they need. 

I thank the gentleman. I am sorry I 
am out of time. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WATERS] is 
recognized for five minutes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
said maybe on two occasions today 
that this is one of the most important 
debates that this 104th Congress will be 
engaged in, and it is important for us 
to understand what we are about to do 
here. 

I know there are a lot of unhappy 
folks in this country, unhappy about 
the fact that there are too many fami
lies and too many children on welfare. 
I know that most people want change. 

We must be fair in our representa
tions about who wants change. Repub
licans want change. Democrats want 
change. Workers want change, and re
cipients want change. I think it is one 
thing that we can agree on. 

No one has the corner on wanting re
form. We would all like to see reform 
in the system, and it is absolutely in
correct to say that the President or 
Democrats did not have a bill, did 
nothing about reform. 

The President had a comprehensive 
piece of legislation that he attempted 
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to get into this Congress, the 103d Con
gress. and we got caught up in the 
health debate, and it turned into a 
nightmare, and there was not the op
portunity to move on welfare reform as 
the President had planned. So it is not 
true that the President did not want 
welfare reform. 

The difference between the Democrat 
and Republicans is the question of im
plementation. How will we do welfare 
reform? Will it be a plan that will offer 
real opportunities for people to get off 
welfare or will it simply be a plan to 
punish folks because for whatever rea
sons they have found themselves on 
welfare? 

I think it is time for us to try and 
speak about this in a language that the 
American public can understand. No , 
they don't really understand block 
grants and waivers. 

Let's put a face on this discussion. 
We are talking about, for the most 
part, just plain old poor people and 
working people. We are talking about 
people, some of whom were born into 
situations through no choice of their 
own that keeps them locked into the 
cycle of poverty, and there have been 
no real guidelines, rules by which they 
can get out of the cycle of poverty. 

We have some folks who work every
day, and they are poor. They can't take 
care of their families . They need food 
stamps. They need some help with 
their heal th care needs. 

And so these are real people. These 
are not pawns that should be used by 
politicians to gain favor with people 
who are very vulnerable at this time. 
This should not simply be a political 
issue where some politician stands up 
and says vote for me. I am going to 
save you money. I am going to get rid 
of all these bad people . 

And we should not have politicians 
simply defining all of America's prob
lems by talking about the welfare 
state. And we certainly should not 
have politicians who talk about taking 
America's children and putting them in 
institutions. in orphanages. 

We need to talk about these problems 
in a real way. Yes, there are teenage 
pregnancies, too many of them, and 
most of us don't like the idea that ba
bies have babies. But we live in a soci
ety where sex is glamorized, where it is 
promoted, where it is expected. In 
order for young women to be looked 
upon with favor, they must be sexual. 
Young women are sought after by 
young men and old men, some of them 
in their neighborhoods, some out of 
their neighborhoods, some of them who 
are poor young men who have not very 
much to offer, some of them politicians 
and others. We know what is going on 
in American society. 

We need sex education. We need jobs. 
Jobs have been exported to Third 
World countries for cheap labor. We 
need jobs for educated people and not
so-educated people. We need a better 

education system. We need to deal with 
the root causes of this problem, and we 
need to build into welfare reform the 
real opportunity for people to become 
independent by offering real jobs, job 
training and child care. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman's time has expired. 

FOOD ASSISTANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a sad day in American history. The Re
publican Majority, with brute and bru
tal force, has begun a process to undo a 
half century of laws-laws that have 
taken this Nation from the depths of 
depression and malnutrition to soaring 
heights of health. This process threat
ens the very strength of America. Fed
eral nutrition programs were first 
started when it was realized that many 
of those poor upon whom we depended 
to join the military and defend us came 
to the job undernourished and poorly 
fed. If they could die for America, we 
reasoned, we should feed them while 
they were young. 

This Personal Responsibility Act is 
irresponsible. It is irresponsible, for 
many reasons. I want to share five of 
those reasons with you. First, this Bill 
penalizes children. It penalizes children 
because, beginning immediately, fewer 
children than we now help and who 
need our help, will be helped. More 
than fourteen million children will re
ceive less in food stamp benefits. More 
than six million children, born to 
younger mothers, will be denied bene
fits altogether. More than three mil
lion children, who do not know their 
fathers , will get reduced benefits, 
through no fault of their own. But, 
worse yet, more than 700,000 of those 
disabled children who received benefits 
last year will not receive benefits next 
year, under provisions of this Bill. 

The Republican Majority will say 
they are making the system more effi
cient. The children born to children, 
without fathers and with disabilities, 
will simply suffer. 

Second, this Bill has unfair work re
quirements. Because it does not clearly 
define the amount of compensation for 
the requirement to work, it could mean 
eighty hours of work for sixty-nine dol
lars in benefits-less than a dollar an 
hour. That is not fair . That is not just. 
That is not humane. At the very least, 
forced labor should require payment of 
the minimum wage. The Republicans 
will say that these workers may get a 
package of benefits worth as much as 
ten thousand dollars a year. That is de
ceptive. What about those who do not 
live in public housing? What about 
those who do not receive Medicaid? 
What about those who only get food 
stamps? What about child care costs? 

Those recipients will be forced to work 
for compensation far below the mini
mum wage. That does not encourage 
self-sufficiency. Third, the Bill puts 
people off welfare, without putting 
them to work. 

Time limits for benefits, without job 
opportunities will not work. If an indi
vidual is able to work, we must insure 
that a job is available. Fourth, reason
able child care options should be a part 
of any work program. The Majority 
recognizes this by offering an amend
ment to increase the amount of money 
in the Bill for child care. But, the 
amendment falls far short. Under the 
Bill, there is a twenty percent cut in 
child care, affecting some 400,000 chil
dren. The amendment, if it passes, will 
put a small dent in those affected chil
dren. And, finally , but certainly not 
least, The Personal Responsibility Act 
creates block grants out of federal food 
assistance programs, thereby shifting 
the burden of nutrition programs to 
the States. Instead of one nutrition 
standard, we will have fifty different 
standards. Instead of promoting our 
children-our future-we punish them. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Major
ity has the votes to force this Bill upon 
the American people. But, what they 
want and what we want are clearly dif
ferent. They want block grants. We 
want healthy Americans. They want 
cheap labor. We want fair labor. They 
hurt children. We want to help chil
dren. They call the seventy billion dol
lars in benefit reductions "savings". 
We call them "cuts" . They want to use 
that money to give tax breaks to the 
wealthiest Americans. We want to use 
that money to give a break to the chil
dren of America. They want change. 
We want change. Their change is mean 
and cruel and will cause misery. Our 
change is for improvement. We want to 
put people to work, get them off wel
fare, prevent teen pregnancy, nourish 
infants, feed needy children and pre
pare our young for a productive future. 

When the record of this period in our 
Nation's history is written, we want it 
said that we took people off welfare 
and put them to work, at a livable 
wage. We want it said that we fed chil
dren in their stomachs so that we could 
feed them in their minds. We want it 
said that while some wanted to hurt 
the people, reason prevailed, and we 
helped the people. I urge my colleagues 
to reject the Personal Responsibility 
Act. It is irresponsible. 

0 2230 

CHILD NUTRITION IN THE 
WELFARE REFORM BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
CLYBURN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
here today utterly and totally appalled 
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by what I am reading in the bill H.R. 
1214, the so-called "Personal Respon
sibility Act." 

If this bill passes, and it just might
judging by the rapid-fire way this and 
other ill conceived "Contract With 
America"-inspired legislation is mak
ing its way on and off the House floor
the GOP itself should be held "person
ally responsible" for creating a meas
ure that could create the specter of 
millions of hungry American children. 

Let us take a close look at what will 
be cut and, if I may, let us use South 
Carolina as a case study on just how 
these cu ts will affect some of the na
tion's neediest children. 

First, the bill proposes to cut almost 
$70 billion over 5 years in low-income 
assistance programs. As a part of these 
cuts, the bill will end the entitlement 
status of all federally funded child nu
trition programs in lieu of State block 
grants, for the States to do what they 
will. 

On the surface, this may sound like 
big government savings. But a closer 
look at this bill reveals that these sav
ings are being made at the expense of 
our children. 

On the chopping block are school 
breakfast and lunch programs, summer 
feeding programs, the special milk pro
gram and the commodities portion of 
school nutrition programs. 

In South Carolina alone, the absence 
of the school lunch program could 
mean that 400,000 children will be de
nied what may well be their only bal
anced meal of the day. 

Further, the bill repeals the Supple
mental Nutrition Program for Women, 
Infants and Children, better known as 
WIC. 

In South Carolina, the WIC caseload 
is close to 124,000. WIC has been proven 
to be highly successful in meeting na
tionally standardized nutritional needs 
of women and children. 

All totaled, South Carolina would re
ceive $96 million less in Federal fund
ing for the school 1 unch and WIC pro
grams. 

Also on the cutting board are food 
stamps. This bill will cut spending by 
$20.3 billion in the Food Stamp Pro
gram over 5 years. This portion of the 
bill would impose a rigid cap on food 
stamp expenditures, with no adjust
ments for inflation. It would also re
quire certain recipients to go to work 
without providing any funds to States 
for job creation. 

This portion of the bill would affect 
over 350,000 food stamp recipients in 
South Carolina and the State would re
ceive $174 million less in Federal fund
ing for food stamps over 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had a steady 
stream of visitors to my office in the 
past few weeks-bipartisan visitors
from the South Carolina PTA, the 
South Carolina Guidance Counselors, 
the South Carolina Food Service Asso
ciation, the South Carolina Dietetics 

Association-people who are horrified 
at what this bill contains because they 
know first-hand what the true affects 
would be on children if this measure 
were to pass. 

What is the impetus behind the GOP 
trying to pass a measure that has 
raised the ire of such diverse groups as 
the National School Board Association, 
the United States Conference of May
ors, the American Heart Association 
and the National Education Associa
tion? 

Why are they so bent on passing a 
plan that would literally take food out 
of the months of the Nation's young? 

It is not secret that Republicans in
tend to use the revenues raised from 
cu ts to welfare programs to pay for tax 
cuts for the wealthy. 

Well, this "steal from the poor to pay 
for the rich" Robin Hood-reversal 
scheme has come under fire from all 
corners. 

And the fact of the manner is, even 
though the Republicans would like to 
pretend that welfare mothers and their 
children are the bane of the Federal 
budget, the realities do not bear them 
out. 

For even if the entire welfare pro
gram were totally cut today, it would 
make only a dent in deficit reduction. 

So, this mean-spirited attack on wel
fare, and in particular, this hatchet job 
being waged against child nutrition 
program, is totally unnecessary and 
will not make any significant cuts in 
the Federal budget. 

Mr. Speaker, when this 104th Con
gress began, much reference was made 
to the orphanage heralded in the movie 
"Boys Town" as a model for the Nation 
on how to deal with children born to 
poor mothers. 

Now, the Draconian measures pro
posed in this bill brings to mind an
other movie image, that of young poor 
and hungry "Oliver Twist," his small 
child's hands cupped, standing before a 
scowling orphanage director, piteously 
pleading, "More, sir?" 

SACRIFICES IN THE PERSONAL 
RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
debated for many hours today on the 
welfare reform bill, the so-called Per
sonal Responsibility Act, and it is a 
very important piece of legislation in
deed. 

The Republicans say that this bill is 
about sacrifices. And indeed there are 
going to be 5 million families, and in 
those 5 million families there are 9.5 
million children who are indeed going 
to make some sacrifices. Because for 
each one of those families, for each of 
the next 5 years on average, they will 
use nearly $2,000 worth of income and 

food and care for children while the 
parents go to work and care for abused 
children and such. 

And every one of those 5 million fam
ilies has under $15,000 of income at the 
present time from which they are going 
to sacrifice at least $2,000. 

Why are we doing that? Is it to bal
ance the budget? No, not even the first 
step on that. Not a single economist of 
some 20 or so, mostly chosen by the Re
publican majority for their willingness 
to say what the majority wanted them 
to say, not a single one of those econo
mists supported the tax cut as a way to 
get about balancing the budget. 

Is it to reduce the deficit? Well, here 
is a chart that shows indeed what the 
deficit is and what it has been over a 
period of time. And you can see this 
massive deficit that was built up dur
ing the Reagan years and the Bush 
years, year after year, after many 
years of nearly balanced budgets and 
then slowly rising, but this huge deficit 
in the Reagan and the Bush years, year 
after year after year. 

But, no, it is not going to reduce the 
deficit. Because after the amendment 
that we adopted today which allows 
the savings to come from the welfare 
bill, the welfare reform bill, those sav
ings are not to be used for reducing the 
deficit. They are, in fact, to be used to 
give a massive tax cut to the richest 
among us. 

Fifty billion dollars of monies from 
families, from the 5 million families 
with under $15,000 a year is going to be 
transferred. Fifty billion dollars is 
going to be transferred to the 2 million 
families who have now presently over 
$200,000 per year. Each one of those 
families is going to see almost $5,000 
per year for the next 5 years on average 
of tax reductions. 

Now, where is the sacrifice here for 
those 2 million families who presently 
make over $200,000 per year under the 
present tax laws? Where is the sacrifice 
there? I know, if you hadn't already 
guessed, there is not a single family of 
a Congressman or Congresswoman who 
is going to be sacrificing a penny in 
that process. 

And what are we as Americans going 
to be gaining from this? Are we going 
to get growth in the economy by put
ting people to work or a lower unem
ployment rate? 

Well, every time the economy looks 
as if it is going to take off and grow --i 

bit or the unemployment rate goes 
below 6 percent, the Federal Reserve 
Chairman, Alan Greenspan, raises the 
interest rate to cut the growth rate 
and to put people out of work. 

Where is the sacrifice for all of those 
2 million families that are going to be 
given $50 billion in tax cuts that is 
going to be taken from the 5 million 
families and their 91/2 million children, 
families that have less than $15,000 a 
year of income? 

Well, there is a sacrifice here ulti
mately, even if it is a little hard to see. 
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And it may take a few years to see it, 
and it comes in crime particularly. 

Because we are going to see in a few 
years down the road thousands more 
people in prisons, prisons that cost 
$60,000 a cell to build and $20,000 to 
maintain a prisoner in one of those 
cells. We are going to see more drive
by shootings and more thefts and rob
beries and house breaks and drug abuse 
and sales of drugs. And it will only 
take a few more years. That is a few 
years down the road. 

In all of my years in the legislature 
of my State, and there were quite a 
number of those, and my few years, 4 
years now, in the Congress, that is the 
most vicious and the most far-reaching 
attack on children that I have ever 
seen, and I have seen more than a few 
of those in my years in government. 

Because whenever you need to cut 
revenues, whenever you need to cut ex
penditures, children are targeted. They 
can't fight back. They can' t vote. 

But some of us are going to fight 
back for them. 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House , the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday I visited or 2 days ago I vis
ited in Sheffield Lake in Lorain Coun
ty in my district the Tennyson Ele
mentary School to see the School 
Lunch Program up close and to talk to 
students and teachers and parents and 
administrators and cafeteria people. 

I was taken around by a couple of 
third graders, Will Emery and Zach 
Russell , and met with lots of students, 
Jennifer Ward and her two sisters, who 
had some things to tell us, with Mrs. 
Armstead, the principal, and with sev
eral other people that all agreed on one 
thing. People , whether it is from a PTA 
or from school administrators or teach
ers or parents, the one thing they agree 
on about the School Lunch Program is 
that if it ain't broke don ' t fix it . 

And perhaps I shouldn't use grammar 
like that talking about a grade school, 
but when you think about all the talk, 
that the Republicans say it is block 
grants and the Democrats say that 
these are very real cuts as they are 
about nutrition programs for children 
and about school lunches, the fact is, 
as my friend from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] said a few minutes ago this 
has been a program in existence for 49 
years. 

It works. There is simply no reason 
to fix something that is not broken. It 
is a government program that works. 
It is for the future of our children. 

Why mess with it? Why make these 
radical, divisive kinds of changes that 
Republicans are suggesting about 
school lunch? It simply doesn't make 
sense. 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio . I would like, 

Mr. Speaker, to shift gears and talk 
about another matter, different from 
the school lunch issue that people have 
been debating tonight. 

In 10 days, the Prime Minister of 
Pakistan, Benazir Bhutto, is coming to 
Washington to meet with the Presi
dent. 

Business Week magazine reports that 
one of Bhutto's key goals in courting 
President Clinton is to ease enforce
men t of the Pressler amendment. The 
Pressler amendment, Mr. Speaker, pre
vents Pakistan from obtaining 60 F-16 
fighter jets. 

The Pressler amendment made good 
sense when it was enacted, and it 
makes better sense today because of 
the political and social upheaval that 
is wracking Pakistani society and 
threatening the stability of the Bhutto 
government. 

Pakistan is in a chaotic state. Just 
in recent weeks, we have witnessed: 

The murder earlier this month of two 
American diplomats in Karachi; 

A show trial in which two Christians, 
one of them a 14-year-old boy, were 
sentenced to death for blasphemy 
against Islam and narrowly escaped 
Pakistan with their lives; and 

A stunning piece of journalism by the 
New York Times Pulitzer Prize-win
ning reporter, John Burns. 

Mr. Speaker, I will include in the 
RECORD the article from the New York 
Times by Mr. Burns. 

At considerable risk to himself, John 
Burns has traced a good deal of the 
world's terrorist activity to the Uni
versity of Dawat and Jihad in Pesha
war, Pakistan. Roughly translated, it 
is the University of the Community of 
the Holy War. It is simply a school for 
terrorism. 

According to Mr. Burns, " Just about 
everyone has a hidden Kalashnikov as
sault rifle." 

The university is a haven for Mus
lims militants from throughout Asia 
and the Arab world. The University of 
Dawat and Jihad is under investigation 
as a possible training ground for ter
rorists who have struck in the Phil
ippines, Central Asia, the Middle East, 
North Africa and now investigators be
lieve the World Trade Center bombing 
in New York 2 years ago. 

Burns says that the area in and 
around Peshawar represents, "One of 
the most active training grounds and 
sanctuaries for a new breed of inter
national terrorists." 

According to high-ranking U.S. dip
lomats, students are taught that the 
Islamic renaissance has to be born out 
of blood and by only striking at the 
West will Islam ever be able to dictate 
events in the world and events have 
been dictated up to now by the West. 
Burns says intelligence reports in re
cent years have suggested that mili
tants trained here have taken part in 

almost every conflict where Muslims 
have been involved. For instance, the 
Philippines, where there was an at
tempt on Pope John Paul II's life; the 
Middle East; of course, Bosnia; 
Tajikistan; and certainly in Kashmir, 
where the Kashmiri Pandits have been 
the target of ethnic cleansing carried 
out as part of a campaign of terrorism. 

D 2245 
Pakistan supporters cite the threat 

posed by Islamic terrorists as a reason 
not to pressure from us the Bhutto gov
ernment. But then they turn around 
and say that Pakistan is a stable gov
ernment and that the extremists rep
resent only a tiny fraction, a tiny mi
nority of the population. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that 
supporters of Pakistan can have it both 
ways. We should insist that Prime Min
ister Bhutto stand up to Islamic ex
tremists and repeal the biasphemy laws 
that are the method of choice for abus
ing the human rights of Christians and 
abusing the human rights of other Pak
istani minorities. 

We should insist that Pakistan bust 
up the terrorist network operating on 
Pakistani soil, a network that is 
spreading violence and frustrating po
litical solutions throughout South 
Asia, the Middle East, North Africa, 
and even here in the United States. 

We should insist that Pakistan crack 
down on extremists. And, Mr. Speaker, 
in closing, until Pakistan dem
onstrates that it is ready to participate 
in the world community as a respon
sible player, any consideration of 
waiving the Pressler amendment must 
simply be out of the question. 

The article referred to follows : 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 20, 1995] 

A NETWORK OF ISLAMIC TERRORISM TRACED TO 
A PAKISTAN UNIVERSITY 

(By John F. Burns) 
PESHAWAR, PAKISTAN, March 19.-Glimpsed 

from a taxi, there is nothing obviously sin
ister about the University of Dawat and 
Jihad. Like much of the sprawling Afghan 
refugee camp that surrounds it , the campus 
crouches unobtrusively behind high walls of 
sun-baked clay. Beyond a guardhouse , clus
ters of young men in Afghan tribal garb 
move about languidly. 

The scene could be anywhere in this tense 
and often lawless region along the frontier 
with Afghanistan. There is no police pres
ence for miles around, and no sign of any 
other Government authority . In the bazaars 
that line the road running past the univer
sity, the name of which translates roughly 
as " University of the Community of the Holy 
War, " just about everybody has a hidden Ka
lashnikov assault rifle , and a sharp eye for 
anything deemed intrusive, especially West
erners. 

But nothing in this atmosphere of sus
picion and imminent violence compares with 
the university , which for years has had a rep
utation as a haven for Muslim militants 
from Arab and Asian countries. Now, top 
Pakistani police officials say, it is under in
vestigation as a possible training ground for 
terrorists who have struck in the Phil
ippines, Central Asia, the Middle East, North 
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Africa and even, investigators now believe, 
in the 1993 explosion of a 500-pound bomb in 
the basement of the World Trade Center in 
New York that killed six people and wounded 
more than 1,000. 

This weekend, American investigators · 
were working behind the scenes here with 
Pakistan's intelligence services, scouring for 
links to the bombing as well as the recent 
attack on Americans by gunmen who leapt 
from a taxi 12 days ago in Karachi, Paki
stan's largest city, shooting to death two 
Americans who were driving to work at the 
United States Consulate. 

Officials interviewed here said today that 
the questioning of six suspects captured a 
week ago has led to further arrests. A top po
lice official said details of the newest arrests 
would not be made known for "a couple of 
days." 

"But," he said, "these are not innocent 
citizens, I can tell you." 

So feared has the university become that 
even men reared in the harsh gun culture of 
the Afghan frontier wilt at the sight of its 
gates. 

" Don't go in there, sir, it is too dangerous. 
They can kill you, " said Syed Gul, the taxi 
driver, watching anxiously in his rearview 
mirror for any sign that a black pickup 
truck idling at the campus gates might de
cide to give chase . Mr. Gul, one of 1.5 million 
Afghan refugees living around Peshawar, 
then sped away from the campus at Babbi , 20 
miles east of Peshawar. 

With its obsessive secrecy and hostility to 
outsiders . Al Dawat, as it is known, remains 
little but a name to most people in Paki
stan 's North- West Frontier Province. But 
what has not been so much of a secret is that 
Peshawar, and the wild valleys and passes of 
the tribal areas along the Afghan border, 
have emerged as one of the most active 
training grounds, and sanctuaries, for a new 
breed of international terrorists fighting a 
jihad-a holy war-against Governments and 
other targets they regard as enemies of 
Islam. 

Until the 1990's, Peshawar received scant 
notice among known terrorist training cen
ters like Beirut, Teheran or Tripoli in. the 
search for groups who hijack aircraft, assas
sinate public figures, and plant bombs. 

But the two terrorist attacks involving 
American targets , have swung the spotlight 
on this ancient city at the eastern end of the 
Khyber Pass, where violence and intrigue are 
as much a part of the city's legacy as the 
towering battlements of its 19th-century 
fort . 

Investigators. including a SO-member team 
from the F.B.I., are working in the knowl
edge that almost all the groups that have 
punctuated life in Karachi with drive-by 
shootings and mosque bombings have ties to 
Peshawar, either to the Arab-led terrorist 
underground or to gangs of gun-runners and 
heroin-traffickers who are based in the fron
tier province 's tribal districts, historically 
ungovernable areas along the border with Af
ghanistan. 

In the World Trade Center bombing, the 
clues being followed by the investigators are 
clearer. Beginning last weekend, Pakistani 
police working with officials of the C.I.A. 
and the F .B.I. began a round of arrests in Pe
shawar that have flowed form the discovery 
that Ramzi Ahmed Yousef, a prime suspect 
in the New York attach, used Peshawar as a 
base for several years. He was seized in a 
joint American-Pakistan's capital, on Feb. 7, 
and immediately deported to face trail in 
New York. 

RAID I'.'< ISLAMABAD SHAKES :"v!ILITANTS 

The arrest of Mr. Yousef in Islamabad set 
off a chain of events that has rocked the Pe-

shawar underground and resulting this week
end in the issuing of a police alert for two 
men identified as Abdul Karim and Abdul 
Munim, who the officials said are Mr. 
Yousef's brothers. 

The six men seized a week ago are being 
held at a jail at Adiala, outside Islamabad, 
on suspicion of involvement in the World 
Trade Center bombing and a botched at
tempt to assassinate Pope John Paul II dur
ing his visit in January in Manila, the cap
ital of the Philippines. They included three 
Arabs, an Iranian, a naturalized Pakistani 
born in Syria and a native-born Pakistani. 

Nervousness among American officials 
over the possibility of revenge killings led 
the top diplomat at the United States Con
sulate in Peshawar, Richard H. Smyth, to 
announce on Friday that the American Club 
in the city, long a favorite gathering place 
for diplomats, relief workers and others, 
would be closed temporarily, as would the 
American school. Similar steps were taken 
in Karachi. 

The risks for Americans seem unlikely to 
diminish, at least in the short run, especially 
if Pakistan follows through on another move 
that top officials here hinted at today-clos
ing Al-Dawat University . 

';It has to go," one official said, noting 
that the questioning of Mr. Yousef, and of 
others seized since , have confirmed that his 
links in Peshawar were mainly to an Afghan 
group headed by Abdul Rab Rasool Sayyaf, 
the university's founder. Mr. Sayyaf, a mili
tant Muslim with strong anti-American 
leanings, established the school and re
cruited its staff and students in the mid-
1980's. 

In many ways, Al-Dawat serves as a sym
bol for the events that turned Peshawar into 
a terrorist haven. The a law-abiding reputa
tion, going back to the days when Britain, as 
the colonial power in what was then India, 
fought fierce battles against the Pathans 
who dominate both sides of the border with 
Afghanistan, and eventually allowed them a 
broad degree of autonomy. In the idiom of 
19th-century Britain, '; the frontier" became 
synonymous with fierce warriors, banditry, 
and a culture of guns and revenge. 

A FLOOD OF ARMS AFTER SOVIET SWEEP 

But the uneasy balance with the border 
tribes that was achieved by Britain, and 
later Pakistan, tipped after the Soviet inter
vention in Afghanistan in 1979. The huge 
amounts of weapons and money that the 
United States, Saudi Arabia and other na
tions poured into supporting Afghan groups 
established in Peshawar unleashed new lev
els of lawlessness on the frontier . 

This anything-goes atmosphere encouraged 
large numbers of foreigners-mainly Arabs 
but also Asians, Europeans and some Ameri
cans-to volunteer to fight with the Afghan 
guerrilla groups. According to a high-rank
ing Pakistani military officer, 25,000 of these 
volunteers were trained with assistance from 
Pakistan's military intelligence agency , 
Inter-Services Intelligence. during the 1980's. 

Some died in Afghanistan, and some went 
home after Soviet troops withdrew in 1989, 
but others remained in and around Peshawar 
or across the border in Afghanistan , " look
ing for other wars to fight ," as the Paki
stan's Prime Minister, Benazir Bhutto, put it 
in Karachi last week. 

According to Western diplomats familiar 
with the investigations, current American 
estimates of the number of Arabs, Asians 
and others currently active in terrorist 
groups with bases here run to about 1,000. -Of 
these, some are believed to have taken sanc
tuary inside Afghanistan, with Afghan 

armed groups that have Muslim fundamen
talist leanings, including Mr. Sayyaf's. Po
lice officials in Peshawar said this appeared 
to have been the pattern with Mr. Yousef. 

;'He'd stay here for a few days, then dis
appear into Afghanistan for months, then 
come back," the official said. 

Others are said to have taken refuge in 
what are known here as the " inaccessible" 
areas of the frontier , meaning regions where 
no Pakistani laws apply. But a large number, 
according to diplomats and police officials, 
still live in and around Peshawar, using as 
cover some of the 18 Arab educational and 
relief organizations that registered with the 
Pakistani authorities during the Afghan 
war, among them the Al Dawat University. 
" Some of these organizations actually do 
what they are supposed to be doing," one 
diplomat said, scanning a list of the groups. 
" But others are just fronts for terrorism. " 

Another high-ranking diplomat said that 
Pakistani officials had been aware for years 
that at Al Dawat and other training centers, 
youths were being taught that Muslims had 
a duty to join in an international brother
hood that could avenge the humiliations 
Muslims are said to have suffered at the 
hands of the west. 

" They are taught that the Islamic renais
sance has to be born out of blood, and that 
only by striking at the West will Islam ever 
be able to dictate events in the world, as 
events have been dictated up to now by the 
West," the diplomat said. 

A FLOW OF GUERRILLAS TO OTHER CONFLICTS 

According to the diplomats, intelligence 
reports in recent years have suggested that 
militants trained here have taken part in al
most every conflict where Muslims have 
been involved. The diplomats said Muslims 
trained here have fought in places including 
Mindanao, the largest of the Philippine is
lands, where Mr. Yousef is said to have had 
links with a Muslim insurgency; the Indian
held portion of the state of Kashmir, where 
500,000 Indian troops and police officers are 
tied down by a Muslim revolt ; the former So
viet Republic of Tajikistan; Bosnia; and sev
eral countries in North Africa that face Mus
lim rebellions, including Egypt, Tunisia and 
Algeria. 

Like previous Pakistani Governments, Ms. 
Bhutto's has responded to Western pressures 
cautiously, fearing a backlash from powerful 
Muslim groups within Pakistan. 

But many senior Pakistani officials resent 
Western pressures, saying that the terrorist 
groups that became established here got 
their start under politics that the United 
States and other Western countries eagerly 
supported, so long as the target was the So
viet Union. 

' ;Don't forget, the whole world opened its 
arms to these people," one senior official 
said. " They were welcomed here as fighters 
for a noble cause , with no questions asked. 
They came in here by the dozens, and nobody 
thought to ask them: when the Afghan Jihad 
is over, are you going to get involved in ter
rorism in Pakistan? Are you going to bomb 
the World Trade Center? 

"The Afghan War was a holy war for every
body, including the Americans, and nobody 
bothered to think beyond it," the official 
said. 

MORE ON WELFARE REFORM AND 
BLOCK GRANTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
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California [Ms. PELOSI] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to call to the attention of our col
leagues H.R. 4. My colleagues who are 
viewing this from home, our friends 
who are viewing this from home should 
read this and weep. This is the Repub
lican welfare proposal. It rewards the 
rich, cheats children and is weak on 
work. 

But one particular aspect of this pro
posal is the federal children's nutrition 
program which I wish to address this 
evening. 

My colleague earlier this evening ref
erenced the fact that the child nutri
tion programs came into being follow
ing World War II, when the military 
told us that our recruits were malnour
ished and this took its toll on their 
physical and mental well-being. Since 
that time, feeding the hungry has not 
been a debatable issue in our country. 
Indeed, President Richard Nixon said, a 
child ill-fed is dulled in curiosity, 
lower in stamina and distracted from 
learning. 

This has been our national policy 
until now. The proposal that the Re
publicans have placed on the table will 
take food off the table for America's 
poor children. And this is why. 

You have heard much discussion here 
this evening about whether the Repub
lican proposal is a cut or is not a cut in 
what they call the school lunch pro
gram. But what we are addressing in 
this bill is the full federal children's 
nutrition program. So if we are only 
talking about school lunch, then you 
are talking about a situation where the 
Republicans are saying, we are not cut
ting school lunch. But what they are 
cutting are the after-school and sum
mer programs. They are giving the 
same amount of money and they say 
with an increase except they are cut
ting out one very important facet of 
the children's nutrition program. 

In addition to that, they are making 
this a block grant and not an entitle
ment. Under the law now, there is a 
formula for needs-based, a formula that 
is needs-based for children who are 
poor. And now the Republican proposal 
will eliminate that entitlement and 
call it a block grant instead, which 
means a definite amount of money will 
be sent to the states. Why does that 
create a problem? 

For the following reasons: First, in 
that block grant, there is a reduction 
of the money for the full children's nu
trition program, including school 
lunch, school-based lunch program, and 
assistance for after-school and summer 
programs. These programs are very im
portant to day care, children in day 
care who have to stay after school be
cause their parents work. And work is 
the goal that we have for the welfare 
program. So that undermines that goal 
there. 

Second, in this block grant, it re
moves eligibility, so you do not have to 

be poor to be a beneficiary of the Re
publican proposal, which means that 
poor children will get less nutrition be
cause more children can avail them
selves of the program. This is supposed 
to be needs-based. 

In addition to that, on the block 
grant program, it only says that a gov
ernor must spend 80 percent of the 
money that the Federal Government 
sends to the state. The governor only 
has to spend 80 percent of the money 
on the children's nutrition programs. 

So already we have had a reduction 
of 20 percent because that is all the re
quirement is. 

This is why people are concerned 
about what they hear coming out of 
Washington, DC. People are not fools. 
People who have received this benefit 
because it is necessary for children's 
nutrition know when they are getting 
cut. And then to hear semantics used 
about, well, when I said school lunch 
program, I did not mean after school or 
I did not mean summer school. Well , 
we are talking about the children's nu
trition program. Let us refer to it 
there, and that is being cut. And eligi
bility is being removed and the re
quirement to spend all the money is 
being removed. 

This is not even a fight between do
mestic spending versus defense spend
ing, as is classic in this body, because 
this came from the military, recogniz
ing the deficiencies and the malnutri
tion that they saw in our troops com
ing out of World War II. So this is 
about the strength of our country. 

I did not even really get started. 
What I want to just say is that what 
the Republicans are doing is a real cut 
in the children's nutrition program. 
The welfare proposal they are propos
ing should not even contain a nutrition 
cut. Nutrition has never been part of 
the welfare program. It rewards the 
rich because that is what this cut is 
about, giving a tax break to the 
wealthiest Americans. It cheats chil
dren, and it is weak on work. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
legislation. 

REPUBLICAN SHELL GAME 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity 
to address the House tonight. I want to 
compliment our speaker on his ability 
tonight, but also when I heard last 
week that you were fortunate to have 
Dave Berry sit in your office just brief
ly as your press secretary, you are a 
very brave man, Mr. Speaker. 

Let me talk about the welfare bill 
that we are considering because that 
has been the topic this evening. The 
Republican shell game continues with 
the lives of the children hanging in the 

balance literally. Today my office re
ceived updated estimates on exactly 
how much the welfare reform bill 
would cost the state of Texas, and it 
would be over a billion dollars in the 
year 1996 and 1997. 

The good news, if you can call it 
that, is that the early estimates of 60 
million reduction for the Texas school 
nutrition program is now, after looking 
at the final bill that came out of the 
committee, will now only be a 35.1 mil
lion cut. And my Republican colleagues 
tonight, when they talked about that it 
is really an increase, they obviously, I 
would rather read and depend on out
side the beltway information from 
someone who is looking at it than from 
someone who is inside the beltway. 

The chief financial officer of Texas 
estimates, in fiscal year 1996, the ap
propriations will be sufficient. But 
after that year, with only the 4.1 per
cent increase, and I would like to read 
part of the letter and also have it all 
inserted from John Sharp. 

I am happy to provide you with our analy
sis of the federal welfare reform proposals. 
The analysis below has been updated based 
on the bill language expected to reach the 
House floor. 

Again, I received this today. 
My concern isn ' t with making cuts in fed

eral spending but rather with the unfair way 
in which Texas is being placed at a disadvan
tage and asked to shoulder more than its fair 
share. The proposals currently under consid
eration in Congress have a disproportionate 
and grossly inequitable effect on Texas. 
Nothing has changed since our preliminary 
analysis. While I support block grant funding 
as an effective way to reduce federal spend
ing, the fact is that the current formulas 
being debated by Congress are based on past 
allocations for the states. It is unfair to 
Texas that high-spending, low-growth states 
like Michigan and Wisconsin would make 
money with the current formulas while 
Texas wouid be one of the hardest hit . 

Texas is a typically low-spending and 
high-growth state for funding: 

The inequity of the current formula would 
result in a loss of $1 billion anticipated fed
eral funds for Texas in the 199&-1997 biennial 
budget. I know Texans are willing to take 
their share of the cuts, but we want to make 
sure that we aren 't penalized while other 
high-spending states avoid cuts and actually 
make money . 

That is what we are looking at, if 
you are a member of Congress from 
Texas. 

And to continue: 
As far as your specific request regarding 

current funding formula proposals for the 
school nutrition program, we expect to sus
tain a shortfall of $35.1 million during the 
next two-year budget cycle. The family
based nutrition program funding formulas 
will also cost Texas more than $149.5 million 
during the same period. 

I know earlier this evening my col
league from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] talked 
about how Ohio is going to benefit, but 
let me tell you, Texas is low spending 
on welfare but a high-growth state and 
we will lose money. 

The Republicans will not admit that 
we grow at 8 percent each year. What 
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they do not tell you is that now we 
have a guarantee of a school lunch and 
that an increase in authorization, with 
an increase in authorization but a pos
sible cut in the appropriations each 
year, the Republicans should not play 
the shell games with our children and 
take nutrition programs out of welfare 
reform. Under this shell game, the au
thorization under this bill is one shell. 
The appropriations is another. And yet 
the 80 percent that will only be re
quired to be used is the other shell. 

We ought to take school lunch out 
like the Deal amendment talks about. I 
am not a cosponsor of the Deal amend
ment, but I intend to vote for it be
cause it is so much better than the cur
rent bill that we have. We do not call 
buying textbooks, computers, desks or 
other material in our schools welfare. 
And we should not call a school 1 unch 
or a breakfast that they are providing 
that helps them to be a better student 
welfare. 

Congress must stop the shell game 
and calling school lunch and breakfast 
welfare. Call it like it is. It is a helping 
hand to our students. That is what we 
need to consider. That is why it should 
not be part of this bill, and that is why 
I would, the Cammi ttee on Rules did 
not let us have an amendment on the 
nutrition. But at least we will get a 
shot at it when we have the Deal 
amendment up. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the letter to which I referred. 

COMPTROLLER OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS, 
Austin , TX, March 22, 1995. 

Hon. GENE GREEN, 
House of Representatives , Longworth House Of

fice Building, Washington , DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN GREEN: I am happy to 

provide you with our analysis of Federal wel
fare reform proposals. The analysis below 
has been updated based on the bill language 
expected to reach the House floor. My con
cern isn ' t with making cuts in federal spend
ing, but rather with the unfair way in which 
Texas is being placed at a disadvantage and 
asked to shoulder more than it 's fair share. 

The proposals currently under consider
ation in Congress will have a disproportion
ate and grossly inequitable effect on Texas. 
Nothing has changed since our preliminary 
analysis. While I support block grant funding 
as an effective way to reduce federal spend
ing, the fact is that the current formulas 
being debated by Congress are based on past 
allocations to the states. It is unfair to 
Texas that high-spending, low-growth states 
like Michigan and Wisconsin would make 
money with the current formulas, while 
Texas would be one of the hardest hit states 
in the Union. 

The inequity of the current formulas would 
result in a loss of more than $1 billion in an
ticipated federal funds for Texas ' 1996-1997 
biennial budget. I know Texans are willing 
to take their fair share of cuts, but we want 
to be sure we aren't penalized while other 
high-spending states avoid cuts and actually 
make money. 

As for your specific questions regarding 
current funding formula proposals for the 
School Nutrition program, we expect to sus
tain a shortfall $35.1 million during the next 
two-year budget cycle. The Family-based 

Nutrition program funding formulas will 
also cost Texas more than Sl49.5 million dur
ing the same period. 

Attached are two charts illustrating the 
estimated five-year impact of current nutri
tional block grant funding proposals. We de
rived the estimates for the proposed block 
grants by taking the anticipated 1996-97 fed
eral revenues for the affected programs from 
the current Biennial Revenue Estimate 
(BRE) and then subtracting the anticipated 
revenues from these programs in each block 
grant. The BRE revenue estimates are based 
on projected caseload growth, program costs 
and the federal share of total costs of the 
programs under current law. 

Again, I strongly support block grants as a 
means of cutting federal spending, balancing 
the federal budget and returning control to 
the states. However, the future losses to be 
incurred by our state under the proposed 
funding formulas are unfair because they ig
nore the fact that Texas, with one of the 
fastest-growing populations and lowest per 
capita income rates in the nation, will have 
one of the greatest needs for these funds in 
the years ahead and yet, states like Michi
gan , which is losing population, face no loss 
of funds . 

I look forward to working with you , the 
Texas delegation, the Governor and Texas' 
legislative leadership to ensure the nec
essary curtailments to federal spending 
occur-without treating Texas unfairly. 

Sincerly, 
JOHN SHARP, 

Comptroller of Public Accounts. 
Comptroller Estimates of Potential losses 

in federal funds under block grant formula 
for federal nutrition payments with Block 
Grant Caps, under formula approved by Com
mittee. 

NUTRITION FUNDING BLOCK GRANT FUNDING 
PROPOSAL 

Combining total WIC, Child Summer Nu
trition programs into single lump sum pay
ment to the states (including growth rates in 
bill formula): 

Year 

1996 
1997 ....................... .. 
1998 
1999 ..................... ... ..... .. .............. . 
2000 .. 

Total . 

BRE Esti
mate 

(m illions 
of$) 

$476.l 
514.1 
555.3 
599.7 
647.7 

Total loss for 1996-97 biennium $149.5 million. 

Proposed 
Block 
Grant Rev. loss 
(Grant 

formula) 

$412.7 $63.4 
428 0 86.2 
442.l 113.2 
458.5 141.3 
475.4 172.3 

576.2 

SCHOOL NUTRITION FUNDING BLOC~ GRANT 
FUNDING PROPOSAL 

Replacing current enrollment-based fund
ing formula for total school nutrition pro
grams with Block Grant amount as approved 
in formula (including growth) by House: 

1996 . 
1997 
1998 
1999 ........ 
2000 . 

Total ... 

Year 

BRE Esti 
mate 

(millions 
of$) 

$5916 
621.8 
653.5 
686.8 
721.8 

Total loss for 1996-97 biennium: $35.l million. 

Proposed 
Block 
Grant Rev. loss 
(Grant 

formula) 

$577.3 $14.3 
6010 20.8 
6250 28.4 
651.3 35.5 
678.0 43.9 

142.9 

SCHOOL LUNCH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Federal school-based nutrition pro
gram is not like welfare, which cries 
out for fundamental change. On the 
contrary, the New York Times calls 
the school lunch program "a rousing 
success in boosting health and aca
demic achievement." It feeds 25 million 
American children each day. But the 
new majority is willing to slash and 
burn a program serving America's 
hungriest and most vulnerable popu
lation. 

They want to use them as guinea pigs 
for the revolution. But one bad thing 
about a revolution is that a lot of peo
ple starve in them. 

Under this proposal, New York State 
could lose as much as $373 million in 
funding. They could cause 60,000 New 
York City children to be dropped from 
the school lunch program. The Repub
licans say they are just handing over 
the program to the States who are 
bound to do a better job. But let us 
take a hard look at their proposal. 

They are going to dismantle an en
tire nutrition infrastructure that suc
cessfully feeds 25 million children, 
hand it over to 50 new State bureauc
racies, sharply cut funding for the pro
gram from projected levels of need, and 
eliminate minimum nutrition stand
ards. They say this will provide better 
lunches to more kids at lower cost. 

I cannot speak for other Americans, 
but I do not have any great confidence 
that the majority of Republican gov
ernors nationwide will make school 
lunch programs for poor children a 
high priority. 

I do not think our State bureaucracy 
is any more efficient than the Federal 
one. And the fact is the school-based 
nutrition block grant will create more 
bureaucracy, not less. It is written into 
the bill. The administrative cost cur
rently in Federal child nutrition pro
grams, excluding WIC, is 1.8 percent. 

D 2300 
The school-based block grant pro

posal increases the administrative cap 
to 2 percent. It retains most Federal 
administrative burdens such as meal 
counting and income verification. It 
imposes an additional bureaucratic 
procedure to establish citizenship, and 
it requires States to create 50 new bu
reaucracies of their own. 

Child nutrition bureaucracies will be 
a growth industry nationwide. The new 
majority denies they are cutting 
school-based nutrition programs. They 
say they are increasing it by 4.5 per
cent per year. But that would cause de
creases in child and adult care food 
programs, the summer food program, 
and after school programs, as my col
league the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI] pointed out. 
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That simply is robbing from Peter to 

give to Paul. 
They also fail to account for the 3.5 

percent rise in food inflation, or the 3 
percent growth in school enrollment. 

And they fail to mention that they 
will allow States to transfer 20 percent 
of funds to programs for purposes other 
than food assistance to school children. 
They say, "Only in Washington would a 
4.5 percent increase be considered a 
cut." 

Well, most American families do not 
see it that way. Assume an American 
family is financially breaking even this 
year. The next year their daughter's 
school tuition goes up by 9 percent, but 
their family income only goes up by 4.5 
percent. The fact that their income 
went up is irrelevant to them. Their 
concern is only that they do not have 
enough. The alleged 4.5 percent in
crease is a phony number, and even if 
it were accurate it would not be 
enough. 

The bill strips school-based nutrition 
programs of their entitlement status. 
It makes no allowance for the growing 
number of children who live in poverty. 
The new majority knows this full well, 
but apparently does not care. 

In 1987, one in five American children 
lived in poverty. By 1992, it was one in 
four. The new majority talks about 
flexibility, but capped block grants are 
totally inflexible. 

Ultimately school-based nutrition 
programs will face dramatic shortfalls. 
Under President Reagan, a smaller cut 
led to 3 million fewer children being 
served a school lunch. But these new 
State bureaucrats will not just reduce 
the number of children served, they 
have a cost-saving instrument that to
day's Washington school lunch bureau
crats do not. They will not have to 
meet strong Federal nutritional stand
ards that have been refined and devel
oped over 50 years by scientists and nu
trition experts. 

By abolishing these standards we ef
fectively throw out the window half a 
century of expertise in feeding our 
children so they can learn, so they can 
think, so they can grow, so that they 
can succeed. 

The child nutrition program is a 
health care program, it is necessary to 
our children, it is an education pro
gram, and it is an important part of 
our country. 

REFORMING WELFARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LATOURETTE). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I was 
going to do a longer special order this 
evening on defense, but listening to 
some of the comments tonight by our 
colleagues on both sides, I had to come 
over here and speak about the current 

welfare reform debate and to lend some 
feeling that I have personally. 

My background in coming to the 
floor tonight to speak on welfare re
form is not one of being an attorney 
who has never had to live in an area 
where people of poverty have to survive 
on a daily basis. I was born the young
est of nine children in one of the most 
distressed communities in Pennsylva
nia. Neither parent was able to com
plete high school because of their hav
ing to quit school when they were in 
sixth and eighth grades to help raise 
their families. Even though we were 
poor and even though we were a blue 
collar family, my father worked in a 
factory 38 years, we were proud. 

My father was proudest of the fact up 
until the day he died that during the 38 
years he worked for the plant, ending 
up making about $6,000 a year when he 
retired, never once did he accept public 
assistance. There were many times 
when he was out of work because of 
strikes, because of situations involving 
labor unrest at the factory, but never 
once did he have to resort to taking 
money from the taxpayers. 

He was proud of that because he felt 
it was his responsibility to support his 
children. And all of us are better for 
that spirit. 

I realize all families are not in that 
situation. My parents were, and I am 
fortunate to have had parents of that 
caliber. They taught us that in the end 
it is our own responsibility for how far 
we go and what we achieve. 

I went on to go to college, working 
my way through undergraduate school 
with a student loan, and taught school 
in one of the second poorest commu
nities in our area, Upper Darby right 
next to west Philadelphia. 

Unlike many of my colleagues in 
here, out of 435 most of them were law
yers. When we talk about school 
lunches I ran a lunch hour in our 
school for 7 years with kids eating 
lunch, and understand the problems 
and concerns that that brings. I also 
ran a chapter I program for 3 of those 
years aimed at educationally and eco
nomically deprived kids. 

While working as a teacher during 
the day, I decided to run for mayor of 
my hometown because of the distressed 
nature of the community and the prob
lems we had. Al l_rof these experiences 
were experiences I was involved in be
fore coming here, and what bothers me 
the most is the level of debate we hear 
in the House today that somehow be
cause the systems that we are trying to 
fix have not been addressed in the last 
30 years in a constructive way in terms 
of change, somehow what we are doing 
is going to harm American young peo
ple. 

Somehow what we are trying to do' in 
the welfare reform debate is mean-spir
ited and we really do not care about 
children. I resent that. I have been a 
teacher and an educator, my wife is a 

registered nurse. I live in a poor com
munity. I helped turn that town around 
as a mayor, as a community activist. I 
want to do what is right for America, 
but let me tell you the system today 
does not work. 

Over the past 30 years we have had 
two wars in America. We won one, that 
was the Cold War. We spent $5 trillion 
on defense. Today the Berlin Wall is 
down. We have seen Communism fall 
and the investment we made worked. 

The second war was the war on pov
erty. We lost that war and we spent 
about $6 trillion on poverty programs 
that in inner city areas and in areas 
where I taught school and grew up ac
tually created disincentives for people 
and actually took away self-pride, self
initiative and took away the ability of 
people who were poor to feel good 
about who they are. 

We are trying to change that. We 
may not get it right the first time, but 
for someone to question our motives, 
like somehow we do not care about 
kids or somehow we do not care about 
what people eat is absolutely ridicu
lous. It is not just ridiculous, it is ab
solutely offensive. 

As a Republican who has crossed the 
party line on many times, to support 
family and medical leave, strike break
er legislation, efforts to deal with pro
grams serving the working people of 
this country, environmental legisla
tion, I take exception to the kind of 
characterization that is occurring on 
this House floor that says that Repub
licans do not care about people or peo
ple problems. That is not what we are 
about. 

We have a series of programs in this 
country that are not working. Talking 
about school lunch. The largest school 
district in my district, Upper Darby 
Township, population 100,000, has opted 
out of the Federal school lunch pro
gram for almost a decade; even though 
they border west Philadelphia and even 
though they have 100,000 people in the 
school district, they have chosen vol
untarily not to be a part of the school 
lunch program. Now maybe they know 
something that we do not know, at 
least our Democrat colleagues do not 
know down here about the school lunch 
program. For almost a decade they 
have opted out; they do not want any 
of our money; 100,000 people in an 
urban school district have chosen in 
my district not to partake of the 
school lunch program. 

Where are the doom and gloom pre
dictions that were supposed to have oc
curred in Upper Darby Township? How 
could a school district that serves a 
population of 100,000 people that chose 
not to be in this program have their 
children dying of hunger and starva
tion? Where are the answers from our 
liberal friends? 

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that this 
debate would be on factual informa
tion, and cut the rhetoric and the gar
bage coming out of Members on both 
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sides of the aisle in terms of welfare re
form. 

CHILD NUTRITION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I just want
ed to rise today to speak on the same 
topic of child nutrition and really 
again say that so much of what we are 
talking about, Mr. Speaker, I can re
member sitting on a picket line many 
years ago when I was a news reporter, 
and the company that was being pick
eted had said they were going to open 
their books to the striking workers, 
and I asked one of the grizzled old 
union fellows who was out there, I said, 
"You know we can go in there and take 
a look at those figures." This striker 
looked at me and said, "Well, you 
know, figures don't lie but liars sure 
know how to figure." 

And let me say a lot of the rhetoric 
I have heard from the other side of the 
aisle would remind me you can shuffle 
figures any way you want to, but the 
bottom line is when you take a look at 
the proposal of child nutrition we have 
given a whole new meaning to the term 
women and children first. We are 
whacking women, we are whacking 
children, and we will see more children 
going hungry because of this welfare 
proposal that is being put forward by 
the majority side. 

D 2310 
There is not any doubt about that. 
You talk about increases, 4.5-percent 

increase, yes, there are increases. But 
they do not account for the fact that 
food prices are going to go up. They do 
not account for the fact that in most of 
our districts we are seeing an increase 
in the number of children coming into 
the schools. They do not account for 
the fact that is spots throughout this 
country, we currently, because the 
Federal Government has the ability to 
adjust when there are recessions in cer
tain areas, when there is a high rate of 
unemployment in a certain area, to get 
that additional funding in there. 

We are going to see under a block 
grant program for child nutrition far 
less money going in to provide the 
same level of food that we have today. 
Five million children across this coun
try are going hungry today under the 
current system. You are right. The cur
rent system does not work. It needs to 
be tweaked, but not giving as much 
food, not accounting for inflation, not 
accounting for increased enrollment, 
not being able to move food where it is 
needed is certainly not the answer. 

I was just at a school in my district 
on Monday with leader DICK GEPHARDT, 
who happened to be coming through 
our area. It happens to be in Aliquippa, 
PA; now, Beaver County, in which Ali-

quippa is located, is of those counties 
in what we commonly refer to now as 
the Rust Belt of our Nation, that saw a 
tremendous decrease in the number of 
jobs in the 1970's and 1980's. In fact, in 
13 counties in southwestern Pennsylva
nia, we have seen a loss of 155,000 man
ufacturing jobs, and it just so happens 
that Aliquippa is one of those towns 
that was hit the hardest. In one day in 
1982 they lost 15,000 jobs in one small 
town when one steel mill went down, a 
71/2-mile-long steel mill along the Ohio 
River shut down in 1 day. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell you that 
causes a lot of problems. Those prob
lems persist today. But through hard 
work we have begun to get some rein
vestment back in that county. We are 
beginning to see some of those steel in
dustries not adding 15,000 jobs at one 
whack, but adding a few hundred here, 
a few hundred there, and our industry 
is coming back. 

At a time when there is a ray of hope, 
we are going to tell these children in 
Aliquippa, 80 percent of whom qualify 
for free or reduced meals, that we are 
going to change the rules on them now. 
Many of these kids who are eligible for 
free or reduced-cost breakfasts, and the 
teachers will tell you they cannot 
teach children that cannot eat, and 
they will tell you on Monday morning 
many of these children come in and 
they are famished. You can tell that 
they have not had adequate meals over 
the weekend, and the parents will tell 
you that they have children that they 
have to depend on the free and reduced 
meals, and that block-granting will not 
get it, that the ability to take 20 per
cent out of the block grant to pave 
roads, to build sewers, to lay water 
lines is not going to put food in the 
mouths of these children. 

They will tell you that children do 
not vote, and there is going to be a 
temptation in 50 States across this Na
tion for some people to decide to take 
more of that money out of child nutri
tion and put it into projects where peo
ple do vote. 

What are we going to have, Mr. 
Speaker? Are we going to have 50 dif
ferent social laboratories across this 
Nation? Fifty different social labora
tories where we attempt to see if we 
are able to do a better job than the 
Federal Government? 

Surely, Mr. Speaker, there are people 
in States that are going to do a better 
job, but there are some that are going 
to do worse. 

This is not something that we want 
to risk. 

TERM LIMITS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] is recognized for 23 
minutes as the designee of the major
ity leader. 

THE WELFARE ISSUE 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I just 
was going to talk tonight about term 
limits. I wanted to respond very briefly 
and share with the gentlewoman who is 
here from Washington State some 
views on the welfare issue. 

I cannot help but respond on the 
question of the block grants that have 
been talked about all evening by mem
bers of the Democrat Party and the mi
nority, how they think that if we 
block-grant money for child nutrition 
and other welfare programs to the 
States, to let the local governments 
and the States decide how to spend this 
money in detail and specificity, that 
somehow all of this is going to mean 
something terribly harmful to children 
and to others. That is just nonsense. 

Just like with the crime block 
grants, just like with any other block 
grant program, where we pass the 
money back to the States, it seems to 
me the Republican Party recognizes, 
and I think the American people who 
really think about it do, that govern
ment closest to the people governs best 
and knows best. Washington is not all 
wise. The Federal Government is not 
all wise. 

But there have been people who were 
in power for 40 consecutive years in the 
United States House of Representatives 
who stand on the other side of the aisle 
and come to the well person after per
son tonight to talk about why Wash
ington knows best and what great 
harm is going to occur because we let 
the money go back to the States and to 
the local governments to decide ex
actly how to use it, and within the 
framework of the parameters we give 
them, they have got to use it for child 
nutrition, in the child nutrition area, 
they have got to use it for certain spec
ified reasons in welfare, for assistance 
to those who really are deserving of it. 

Why should we in Washington be dic
tating all the minutiae, running the 
program, doing it in these old-fash
ioned ways with entitlements where we 
know lots of people on welfare today 
are abusing that system and will con
tinue to abuse it? 

The worst case of all , of course, is the 
situation of the illegitimate mother 
and welfare mother whom we have 
heard about many times over who gets 
on the system and stays on it for year 
after year after year. 

And with that, just for a couple of 
minutes with the time we have got, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Wash
ington. I think you have got a great il
lustration of Sally, I believe you call 
her. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. If it were 
not so sad, you know, Sally is a happy 
name. I have known Sallies who were 
happy, but the Sally I am going to talk 
about is not happy. 

Sally is 18 yeas old, but you know, 
Sally is probably the reason we are in 
the welfare debate today, because 
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America's people sent a group of us 
here and said, "Change welfare, change 
the system." 

Sally, when she was 15, did what a lot 
of little girls do. They thought if they 
got out of their home and got a baby, 
got in their own place, that they would 
be happy. because they would be inde
pendent. And Sally saw a couple of 
other girls in the housing close to us do 
that, and she thought that looked 
good. She had not seen the misery yet. 

But you know, once she got pregnant, 
and she did know how to get pregnant 
and how not to get pregnant, she got 
into that housing, and about when she 
was 16, and she got scared, and I think 
the interesting thing about Sally is 
you go visit Sally, is she was brave, 
and then scared, and she was still a lit
tle girl, and all I could think about was 
this little girl out on her own by her
self under the name of compassion with 
this baby. If she had not been pregnant, 
we would have put this little girl in a 
foster home or group home, if she was 
unhappy at home, but because she was 
pregnant, we put her out in tenant 
housing. 

You know, that tenant housing, that 
group housing, is not always the nicest 
place to be. It was not for Sally. You 
know. Sally got scared. Before I knew 
it, Sally had a guy shacked up with 
her. He was not young. He was in his 
twenties. Still Sally was still a kid. 

But, you know, once they are out 
there, there is nobody to watch. She 
felt safer. You could not convince this 
little kid it was not going to be a good 
life, because she felt safe with him, and 
not too long, Sally had another baby, 
and Sally is 18, and this guy is gone. 

Now, Sally, there are over 500,000 Sal
lies we have identified, and this bill is 
about Sallies. Sally is going to be on 
welfare over 10 years average. Actually 
many Sallies will be on most of their 
lives. 

What is even worse is what is going 
to happen to her kids. Sally's little 
kids are only going to see, unless we 
can find some way to get her out of 
welfare and onto her feet, all they are 
going to see is her mom who goes to a 
post office and picks out a check and 
does not work for it. That is what we 
have to do with this welfare bill. That 
is why I like the welfare bill we are 
working on, because it would not have 
put Sally on the street. It would not 
have given her money. 

It would have taken care of her and 
foster care, if she needed it. It would 
have encouraged her to stay home, but 
I bet Sally would not have gotten preg
nant to begin with. 

Now that Sally is there, we have to 
do something to help Sally, and this is 
a tough love for Sally. Sally is scared. 
She is going to stay there unless we 
figure out a way to say, ''Sally. you are 
just going to stay here so long, and you 
are going to get off." 

That is what I like about what we are 
doing. I like the child care supplement. 

I like the idea the heal th care going on 
so she can get off. Mostly I like the 
idea that says, "Sally, you have got 5 
years total. You are going to work on 
it. You know, your kids get big enough, 
you're going to have to go to work. But 
there is an end.'' 

And I think the best thing we can do 
for Sally now that we have trapped her 
on welfare by an unfeeling system is to 
help her off, and so I wanted to share 
Sally tonight with you, because I think 
what we have gotten into is numbers 
and rhetoric, and the people sent us 
here to fix the system that they know 
has trapped people in welfare. 

Do you know that most of them start 
as teenagers? Over 50 percent that are 
now on welfare are kids, and if we do 
not stop that level, then they grow up, 
and they stay on welfare, and they are 
on long-term welfare, not the safety 
net, but that safety net becomes a spi
der web, a trap that holds them and lit
erally sucks the very lifeblood out of 
their life and destroys their children. 

D 2320 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Well, now how does 
the Republican bill that we are offering 
out here, welfare reform, very briefly 
in your judgment change this for 
Sally? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Well, for 
right now, now that Sally is there, she 
probably wouldn't be there to begin 
with under this bill because we 
wouldn't give her cash assistance and 
put her in her own home. 

We would tell the States, she is a kid. 
Treat her like a kid. She gets pregnant, 
help her. Help her at home. Do what
ever. And if her parents are needy, 
make sure you supply medicaid, medi
cal care for her, food, but don't put her 
out on her own. 

But now that Sally is there, under 
this bill we get done amending it, she 
will have the ability to get child care 
to help her get back on her feet while 
she is starting to go to work. She will 
get health care ongoing. And Sally 
again will know for certain that she 
can't stay on forever. 

One thing I found with these young 
girls, and I have worked with several, 
is they get out there and they lose all 
their self-esteem. They just believe 
after a few years there is nowhere to 
go. And it is awful hard each day to 
want to go out, but if they know they 
have to, that is going to make a lot of 
difference. 

It will mean that they will see hope 
as they are pushed out a little bit, but 
we will carry them out and help them 
out the door of poverty. And that is 
what we will be doing for Sally. a com
passionate hand up and a little push 
out as we bring her back into freedom 
from the poverty and slavery of wel
fare. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Well, far from being 
anything radical, the Republican pro
posal actually is a common-sense ap-

proach to trying to correct a very bad 
deficiency in the welfare system that 
has allowed the Sallys of this country 
to continue down a hopeless road, and 
a hopelessness not just for themselves 
but for the offspring that they produce 
who then become a part of the welfare 
system. 

It seems for those who want to criti
cize this, they offer no real meaningful 
alternative. I cannot hear on the other 
side of the aisle in all the rhetoric to
night anything more than wails of, 
hey. you guys are bad guys. Somehow 
you are going to, by trying to correct 
this problem for Sally, do some gosh 
awful evil out there. 

We are not about that. You are as 
compassionate a person as I have heard 
out there tonight, and I know you are. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. The 
American people know this makes 
sense. They know it makes sense. They 
sent us here for change. 

With all you are doing on term lim
its, I feel they sent you here to con
tinue to beat the drum for term limits 
in spite of the fact that you get beat up 
on it occasionally. You fought for it 
real hard. Tell us where are we at to
night and how did we get where we are 
and what is the hope for term limits? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I would like to do 
that a little bit. I would certainly be 
glad to share with the gentlewoman. I 
know you have had the experience in 
Washington State. I have had it in my 
State. 

The history of term limits goes back 
a long way. The limited time tonight 
doesn't allow us to go all the way back 
into delving into it. 

I would say rotation in office or term 
limits was something that way back in 
the days of England was conceptual
ized. And when our Founding Fathers 
began to look at our Constitution and 
our way of government, we had term 
limits for legislators. In the original 
kind of Congress that we had before the 
Constitution was adopted, there were 
limits on the length of time somebody 
could serve. 

James Madison, who wrote a good 
deal of the Federalist papers we are fa
miliar with, was a big believer in term 
limits. Somehow in the debates over 
the Constitution that got left out. And 
for quite a while in our country it 
didn't really make much difference, 
but the history shows that around the 
turn of this century we began to see ca
reerism, professionalism creep into 
government, and we began to see Mem
bers serve long periods of time in the 
House, not just a couple of terms and 
then go home. 

The length of time that some body 
had to spend in a period of a given year 
for serving in Congress stretched as we 
began to reach the middle of this cen
tury much longer than anybody could 
have conceptualized. 

We are now today virtually a year
around Congress. We have a very big 
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government. We have a lot of things we 
have to do as an institution. Now, 
many of us, you and I, I guess, would 
like to shrink the size and scope of the 
Federal Government, and I believe over 
time that will occur, but it will never 
return to the days that our Founding 
Fathers envisioned where Members of 
Congress came perhaps here for a 
month or two at the most each year 
and then went back to their jobs, 
served maybe one or two terms in the 
House and went home again. We have 
long since passed that. 

Today I think there are some very 
valid reasons which have been put for
ward why so many across this country, 
nearly 80 percent of the American pub
lic, have come to support term limits. 
They don't always recognize why, but I 
would put them in about three cat
egories. I don't know that these are 
necessarily in the order of importance. 
In fact, I am going to save the one, I 
think perhaps the most important one, 
to the end. 

One of them is the fact that we have 
had power vested in the hands of a very 
few people who served as committee 
chairman for years and years and 
years , and that power emanates to the 
point that they decided what would 
come to the floor for votes, what came 
out of the Rules Committee. Just a 
handful of people determined a great 
deal about what happened in this gov
ernment of ours. 

Now, when we Republicans took over 
with our new majority and your fresh
man class came along, that ended in 
terms of the rules. We changed the 
rules of the House so that you can only 
serve for 6 years as a committee or sub
committee chairman. 

But that is not permanent. Who 
knows what is going to happen next 
year or the year thereafter? The only 
way you can permanently end the kind 
of potential problems and abuse that 
comes from a handful of people holding 
power for years and years and years in 
this Congress through chairmanships 
of committees and leadership posts is 
by a constitutional amendment to 
limit the length of time somebody can 
serve in this House and Senate. That is 
one reason. 

The second reason why I think the 
term limits has been a very important 
concept and grown in popularity is be
cause of the fact that we have a need to 
reinvigorate this body with fresh faces 
regularly. 

Yes, we had a big turnover this time. 
We have had it for a couple of times in 
a row in the House of Representatives, 
but that has not been the norm over 
the past century, and it probably won't 
be the norm over the long haul unless 
we limit terms so that we can bring 
new voices from the community in 
here. 

And, yes, we will give up a few expe
rienced people who we would like to 
have here, but I am confident, as I 

think most term limits supporters are, 
that there are literally thousands if 
not hundreds of thousands of Ameri
cans out there ready to take their 
place with creative new ideas that can 
give us a spark and more than make up 
for the absence of the experience we 
might lose with a few people who leave. 

And then tbe third and perhaps the 
most important reason we really need 
to have term limits is to end this ca
reerism I mentioned earlier. The fact 
of the matter is that only if we limit 
the length of time somebody can serve 
in the House and Senate will we take 
away what has become the compelling 
reason about this place for all too 
many of us, and that is to try to get re
elected, to spend time pleasing every 
interest group, every faction, as James 
Madison would call it, in order to be 
sure that the next time around we will 
get back to coming back to Washing
ton again to serve and to stay here for 
that length of time. You cannot end it 
altogether, but we can mitigate it by 
term limits and only by term limits. 

Now, I would like to relate this into 
the present situation in the very lim
ited period we have. I am going to ask 
the gentlewoman a question or two 
about that in a minute, but in perspec
tive from a Washington, DC, stand
point, I think it needs to be understood 
that just two Congresses ago in the 
102d Congress there were only 33 Mem
bers of the House of either party will
ing to openly embrace the idea of being 
a term limits supporter. 

In the last Congress, in the 103d, the 
number grew to 107. In the eve of what 
is going to happen here next week, it is 
certainly monumental. We are going to 
have a vote, a debate and a vote on the 
Floor of the House of Representatives 
for the first time in the history of this 
Nation on a constitutional amendment 
to limit the terms of Members of the 
House and Senate, and I fully expect us 
to have well over 200 members voting 
for one term limits proposal or an
other. 

Now, I think that is truly remark
able. Now, it takes 290 to get to the 
two-thirds required in order to send the 
constitutional amen!}ment to the 
States for ratification. But it is re
markable whether we get to the 290 or 
not, A, that we are just having the de
bate and, B, that we are going to have 
the numbers probably double or better 
than double who announce support for 
term limits in the last Congress to this 
Congress. 

A lot of that comes because of the 
State initiatives, like your State and 
mine, Washington State and Florida, 
we have, what, 22 States now, I believe, 
who have passed term limit initiatives. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington, I think 
so. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Tell me briefly how 
has it gone in Washington State, your 
home State with regard to term limi-ts? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Term 
limits was passed, and we were sued on 

the congressional portion, but the rest 
of it for the legislature is going on. 
And it is a 6 year for the House. And, 
let's see, what is it for the Senate? I 
think it is three terms for the Senate. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. For the State legis
lature? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Yes. 
Then it is for the Congress and the 
Federal also, I always say Congress and 
the Senate, the House and the Senate 
at the Federal level. You can tell I 
have been in the State level too long. 
That is a good reason for term limits 
at the State level. 

D 2330 
But we passed term limits, and it be

came real important last year in our 
elections because the Speaker of this 
body that stood there for many years 
in the majority decided to sue the 
State of Washington over term limits, 
the people of the State of the Washing
ton. 

They didn' t take it lightly. As you 
can see, he is no longer here. He was 
defeated. 

We saw him as a rock. Nobody would 
ever move this man. But what he did is 
show the people the arrogance of this 
place by suing the Washington State 
people who had passed this initiative. 

Now, we are still in court over the 
Federal portion, but he is out of office. 
And the people sent us with a very 
strong message Do not mess with what 
the people did. 

So that is probably part of the mix 
here that is a little bit difficult for 
some of us. Anything that does not pro
tect our State's rights gives us a little 
bit of a problem. 

So tell us how are we going to over
come that hurdle. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. We are going to 
have several options out here on the 
floor next week. And while many of us 
are going to debate which one is the 
preferable one, a lot of us are going to 
conclude, I think rightfully so, that if 
we are ever going to get to 290 and do 
what the public wants and have a na
tional constitutional amendment that 
limits the terms of the Members of the 
House and Senate, we are going to have 
t9 pull together on a common bond on 
whatever emerges out of the great de
bate that will take place. 

Next week, we are going to have a 
rule that brings to the floor three 
hours of general debate where we can 
talk about it like this among ourselves 
like this. It is going to bring us an op
portunity to vote for four different op
tions. 

There will be a base bill , which is 
something I have sponsored for a num
ber of years. It will be known as House 
Joint Resolution 73. And that bill will 
propose that we have an amendment to 
the Constitution that limits the length 
of time Senators and House Members 
serve to 12 years in each body: Six 2-
year terms in the House, two 6-year 
terms in the Senate. 
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And that they be permanent limits. 

That is, you cannot sit out a term and 
run again. Once you serve 12 years in 
one body or the other, that is it. 

There is no retroactivity to this par
ticular proposal, and there is no touch
ing of the question of whether or not 
the States-passed initiatives are to be 
held inviolate or whether they are to 
be disturbed by this amendment. 

Which means that the Supreme 
Court, which is now hearing the case 
involving Arkansas and may hear the 
Florida and Washington State cases 
eventually, when it makes its decision, 
it will make its decision. 

According to former Attorney Gen
eral Griffin Bell, who represents both 
the Arkansas State issue and the 
Washington State issue, it will make 
its determination under the Mccollum 
amendment free of any burden. What
ever they decide will be the law of the 
land. 

If they decide the States presently 
have the power to make the decisions 
that they have been making and that is 
upheld as constitutional, then the 
State individual initiatives will still 
bind the term limit issue. But if they 
decide that the State initiatives are 
unconstitutional, then the 12-year 
limit that I would propose would be a 
national total limit across this coun
try. That would be uniform. 

Now, there will be three other op
tions. 

One of those options will be an option 
for a 6-year term in the House and 12 
years in the Senate. 

One of the options that will be of
fered out here will be to include a pro
vision that allows specifically, regard
less of the Supreme Court decision, 
that the States can decide under a 12-
year cap for the House lesser limits, 
perhaps 6 years, eight years or what
ever it might be, but ingrain that in 
the Constitution, something that is not 
there now, but that some Members 
really should be actually placed there 
regardless of what the court decides. 

Then there will be an effort to try to 
establish retroactivity, that is to apply 
term limits, whenever they become ef
fective, to Members now and say if you 
served however many years, bang, that 
is it. 

Those will be the proposals. 
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Does this 

have any votes, that last one, the 
retroactivity? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I think there are 
probably some, but I think the biggest 
problem is it is going to be proposed by 
some Members of the other side of the 
aisle who really do not believe in term 
limits. 

There is a good deal of cynicism out 
here, and the problem with that is that 
we have not really seen yet what all is 
going to come forward, but there are 
certain Members who really do not be
lieve in term limits, and they are going 
to try to figure ways to be able to vote 

and have cover and hide behind that 
vote. 

And I think retroactivity is probably 
a device to do that. It is one that many 
of the term limits organizations be
lieve is that kind of a device. They are 
very worried, I think, because they do 
not want to be criticized for being op
posed to them, but they are not willing 
to vote for whatever comes out at the 
end. 

As you know from your experience in 
Washington State, no State initiative 
in the 22 States that have passed term 
limits has had the retroactive feature. 
And the one that did try it was your 
State of Washington, and the voters de
feated that, and you came back with 
one that was not that way. 

I would like to wrap up by pointing 
out something that I think is impor
tant, particularly to my proposal on 12 
years. 

I personally do not think that it is 
good and healthy to have the length of 
time the Senate serves and be limited 
to different from what the House 
serves. I think it will make the House 
an inferior body. I think it will make it 
a weaker body vis-a-vis the Senate. 

So I think whatever we determine, 
whether it is 12 years or 6 years or any 
other number of years, the Senate and 
the House should serve the same num
ber of years. That is true because of 
conference committees and a lot of 
other reasons. 

I also think that 6 years in particular 
is too short a period of time. We need 
people who are experienced in this body 
in order to serve as chairmen of com
mittees, And we need people who can 
be in leadership who have had some ex
perience here. Otherwise, you do fall 
into the trap the critics of term limits 
say, and that is that there will be staff 
who will dominate that place. 

I think there is a call and a good rea
son to say when we have finally de
cided with a constitutional amendment 
that goes to the States that three
quarters have to ratify a constitutional 
amendment on it, that at that point in 
time we really should have uniformity. 
It should be the same throughout the 
country at that point in time. 

Al though my version of this amend
ment that is proposed out here today 
would still leave open the opportunity 
for the Supreme Court to decide that 
there could be a hodgepodge out there, 
it is unlikely in my judgment that that 
side will come out. If the proposal that 
is being offered that will give the 
States an absolute right to make that 
decision were to be adopted, then for
ever it would be ingrained in the Con
stitution that we would have a hodge
podge of some States having 6-year 
terms, some 8, some 12. 

I personally believe, and I think a lot 
of people do, that it does not make 
good sense, and it is not good govern
ment. And it is the Federal Govern
ment's responsibility to make this 

kind of decision, just as we did with 
the 17th amendment when we decided 
direct election of U.S. Senators was 
preferable to the old system @f electing 
those Senators through the State legis
latures, even though there were those 
at that time who debated the issue who 
wanted the question of elections left to 
the State as a States' rights matter. 

Ultimately, the States do decide any 
constitutional amendment. Three
quarters of the legislatures have to rat
ify. That is States' rights . Once that is 
there, once they have decided, it seems 
to me that the best bottom line is 
whatever they do decide. 

The key thing, though, is we are 
going to get the first-time-in-history 
vote on term limits out here next 
week. All of us who support term lim
its, regardless of our view on the vari
ations, ought to vote for the final pas
sage, and we ought to encourage people 
to help get this movement going and 
pass the word that we are really going 
to have the vote and, by golly, whoever 
is for term limits ought to be here for 
the last word when the final version, 
whatever it is, is left standing at that 
point in time. 

WELFARE AND CHILD NUTRITION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from 
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized 
for 23 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I just wanted to respond to some of 
the comments that the gentleman from 
Florida made in terms of term limits. 

It is very popular to stand in the 
aisle or stand up in the well and talk 
about how one is for term limits, but it 
is very interesting to know that the 
gentleman who is for a proposal to 
limit a Member's term to 12 years he 
himself has served in that body for 15 
years and about to serve one more year 
which would be a total of 16 years and 
is not for retroactivity. 

I just find it amazing that Members 
of Congress, those who speak the loud
est about term limits, are those who 
have served in this Congress for 16, 20 
and some have served as long as 25 
years. 

If the gentleman is really for term 
limits, then I would suggest to the gen
tleman that he not run for reelection 
and commit to the American people 
and basically practice what he 
preaches and say to the American peo
ple here tonight that since he is so 
committed to this term limit ideal 
that he is not going to seek reelection. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Would the gen
tleman yield on that point? 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I do not 
have the time, but I would be happy to 
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engage with the gentleman on the de
bate of term limits. But I do not con
trol the time, but I would certainly 
suggest to the gentleman that if he 
really wants to be true on the issue of 
term limits and true to the American 
people he himself ought to not seek re
election. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Would the gentle
woman yield just on that one point? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I can yield you 
15 seconds. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I just want to re
spond that I am ready to walk out of 
here voluntarily when every other 
Member of this body is willing to do it. 
Other than that, I am penalizing my 
district. 

I do not think that is a good, logical 
thing to do, but when we have uniform 
term limits for everybody, whether it 
be voluntary or otherwise, I am ready 
to go out. I think that is the logical 
thing to do, but I do not believe we are 
going to do it voluntarily. That is why 
we need a constitutional amendment. 

0 2340 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. We are 

never going to do it voluntarily, be
cause you have decided not to do it 
yourself. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
do thank you and I know that we have 
had a vigorous debate this evening, a 
myriad of issues which include term 
limits. 

I want to just, for the brief time that 
I have to really speak to the American 
people, I might imagine that some 
would say that they have been spoken 
to, but there has been a fury, if you 
will, and a flurry of discussions today 
dealing with welfare reform and deal
ing with where this country needs to go 
in the 21st century. 

One of the great concerns, when you 
involve yourself in great debate, is, of 
course, the rising emotions. Today I 
have heard a number of examples of 
people who pull themselves up by their 
bootstraps, individuals who looked 
over on this side of the aisle, the 
Democratic side of the aisle, and 
talked about African American illegit
imacy in terms of babies. I know that 
this is not a castigating of one race of 
people over another or one group of 
Americans over another. We know this 
whole question of welfare reform is not 
a question of African Americans, White 
Americans or Hispanic Americans or 
Asian Americans or any other kinds of 
Americans. 

It is a question of people. What I say, 
Mr. Speaker, is that in fact all of us 
are looking for the best way to deal 
with the issue of welfare reform. 

I have maintained since this debate 
has started, and let me offer to say to 
those who might be listening, that I 
am a new Member. So I think it pales 
worthless to be able to talk about what 
happened in 1982 and 1983, which I hear 
many of my Republican colleagues 

talking about. We now have before the 
American people the agenda that they 
want us to have. And that agenda has 
been an agenda supported by Demo
crats and Republicans. I imagine Inde
pendents. And I imagine all people. 
That is an agenda that moves people 
from welfare to independence, the abil
ity to be Americans and stand up and 
be counted and to be responsible but to 
also have dignity and self-esteem. 

The debate that we have gathered 
this evening and over these last hours 
points decidedly by the Republicans to 
undermine and to cause the lack of 
self-esteem to come about in people 
who are now on welfare. By those sto
ries of talking about how people should 
be in de pendent and how they pull 
themselves up by the bootstraps, it is 
accusatory and it is not helpful. 

I spent time in my district, as many 
people have, and I have touched those 
who are experiencing the need to be on 
welfare. And I can tell you that the 
mothers have told me, one and all, this 
is not the way I want to run my life. 
This is not the way I want my children 
to live. I really want to be part of the 
all American dream. 

I hear from people like Alicia 
Crawford who said, to go and ask a per
son for assistance, this is a welfare 
mother, age 30, and she said, is as if 
you are giving up everything, your dig
nity, your self-esteem, your ability to 
walk about. She said, your self-esteem 
is low. With the help of the welfare sys
tem, you can find a job which will give 
you a sense of independence, self-es
teem and self-worth. 

But you know what, the program 
that is being offered by the Repub
licans that they call welfare reform 
takes away job training, has a sense of 
mean spiritedness that does not in
clude child care and certainly blames 
the Government but yet has no way of 
creating jobs. 

Three amendments that I offered to 
the Committee on Rules and offered to 
be presented to this House, and that 
was an amendment that included job 
care, job training, rather~ child care, 
and a unique, I think perspective, that 
many of my colleagues have supported 
in the past and are supporting even 
now, and that is to provide a reason
able incentive for the private sector to 
provide those welfare recipients who 
have been trained and are able to work. 

Is that not fair? Is it not fair to rec
ognize that Government cannot be the 
only employer of those seeking inde
pendence? Unfortunately, the Repub
lican plan does not include any of that 
sense of understanding. 

Able-bodied parents who are on wel
fare two to one have said, We would 
like to work. But yet there is no rec
ognition in the present legislation that 
is before us to allow that to happen. 

Mr. Speaker, I, again, say we are not 
asking for a handout. We are asking for 
a hand up. But I tell you what we get 

with the Republican bill, major cuts 
for the state of Texas. Our comptroller 
has already indicated what rescissions 
will bring about. Let me tell you what 
would happen to the State of Texas 
over a 5-year period if we have the 
present welfare reform package passed 
in the U.S. House of Representatives. 

Title I would block grant cash assist
ance for needy families resulting in 
$323 million less in federal funding for 
Texas over the next 5 years. Title II for 
abused and neglected children, in foster 
care· or adoptive placements would lose 
$196 million for Texas. What does that 
actually mean? 

I served on the Harris County Protec
tive Services Administration's Foster 
Parent Retention Program. I lived and 
breathed the stories of foster parents 
in terms of the great need, one, that we 
have in our communities to retain fos
ter parents and what foster parents go 
through to mend the broken spirits and 
sometimes broken bodies that come 
into their homes. Are you telling us 
that we will block grant them and 
when there is no money in the bottom 
of the pot we then say to those abused 
and neglected children, we have no
where for you to go, stay and be 
abused. And if happenstance, you are 
maimed or killed, so be it. 

That is what we are saying. Foster 
parents who are sometimes at their 
very last rope because we do not have 
enough across this Nation. We did not 
have enough in Harris County, and we 
are looking for different resources to 
be able to allow them to hang on be
cause they were doing such a wonderful 
job. But yet we are telling them in this 
new welfare reform, which I really call 
welfare punishment, that we will tell 
those in the state of Texas and many 
other States that you will have 196 mil
lion. That is abusive in and of itself. 
That is child abuse. That is not being 
responsive to the needs of our commu
nity and of our children. 

Title III would consolidate child care 
programs into a block grant that would 
cut $172 million from Federal funds 
that would be provided for Texas chil
dren over the next 5 years. That is 
29,000 fewer Texas children that would 
be served. 

I heard a discussion here today that 
saddened me for it failed to realize the 
excitement of a young woman. First 
off, the young woman has not gotten 
pregnant to get welfare. It has been 
documented that that is not the case. 
In fact, most Americans do not believe 
that. And I would say that primarily 
because we have documentation that 
says, and it is refuting all of what the 
Republicans are saying their mandate 
has given them. 

It says, they asked the question of 
the American people, should unmarried 
mothers under the age 18 be able to re
ceive welfare? Interestingly enough, 57 
percent of the Republicans said yes; 
some 63 percent of the Independents 
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said yes; and 67 percent of Democrats. 
Should welfare recipients in a work 
program, should they be allowed to re
ceive benefits as long as they are will
ing to work for them? Same high num
bers: 63 percent Republicans said yes; 
70 percent Independents and 66 percent 
Democrats. 

I do not know what the mandate is 
that the Republicans are saying that 
they have in order to be able to cut off 
people who are trying to rise up. 

My point about child care is, these 
young energetic mothers who happen 
to have babies are looking for job 
training to prepare them for the 21st 
century. They want to work in high 
tech jobs. They want to work in cleri
cal jobs. They want to understand the 
new computer age, the new super
highway. And they are prepared to go 
out to work. Yet child care is costing 
any of them, no matter what wages 
they are getting, particularly if they 
are at the minimum wage, they are 
getting some one-third of whatever 
their wages might be for child care. 

Here in the Republican bill we find 
out that they do not want to give child 
care to anyone with children under 5. 
These are young women and possibly 
young men who are at the prime of 
their life, who want to have training, 
who want to get out and work, who 
want their babies who are 15 months 
old and 2 years old and 3 years old and 
5 years old to understand that mom or 
the parent, whoever it might be, has 
the dignity to go out and want to be 
something and someone. 

And then we find 'title III and title V 
repealing the nutrition programs, the 
school lunch programs. And, oh, the 
stories we have been told about the 
school lunches. 

First we are told that there are real
ly people who are working-class people 
who really do not want the lunches. 
Then we are told that bring the old 
fashioned bag lunch and go back to the 
good old days. I can tell you that I 
truly came from a family, a mother 
and father, lived with my grandmother. 
We worked to pull our bootstraps up, if 
you will. We were looking for the 
shoes, but we did not have the sadness 
that people have today, and we were 
gratified by the kinds of services that 
were offered to us and my brother. And 
we made the best of it. 

Those were the days that maybe you 
could bring a mayonnaise sandwich or 
maybe you could skip, if you will, a 
lunch for a period of a day or so be
cause things were not as bad as you 
would find them today, but we go into 
homes today and we find people living 
in such degradation, not brought upon 
by crack and selling drugs but simply 
because of the poverty, the need of 
jobs, the lack of education, poor 
schooling. 
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So I would simply say rather than 

maybe getting a good oatmeal break-

fast every morning which I got, which 
even though it was the same old same 
old, it was a good breakfast, some of 
these children are not getting any kind 
of breakfast. And we are told by the 
American pediatric Association that 
these children are going hungry in 
school here, suffering from dizziness; 
they are not understanding what is 
going on if they are not on the school 
breakfast program; that sometimes 
these meals are the only meals that 
our children get throughout the week. 
Kid Care, which is in Houston, a pri
vate organization in the city of Hous
ton, has said how many meals children 
miss. And in fact if they do not get the 
Kid Care, which is a charitable organi
zation, over the weekend and some
times during the week, they do not eat 
all weekend long, and the only time 
they eat is when they come to the 
school that Monday morning. 

What are you going to say when you 
block grant child nutrition programs 
that in fact help our children to learn, 
help the teachers to be able to control 
the classroom, and clearly as you can 
note, the kinds of loss that we are suf
fering here in Texas, the impact that 
nutrition block grants will have on 
WIC programs which have proven to be 
successful in and of themselves. 

If you just look at these numbers, al
though they go up simply to 1992, you 
can simply see when we have the pre
natal WIC which deals with nutrition 
and the prenatal care of those mothers 
that we say have gotten pregnant just 
to get on welfare, and I have never 
heard that story, but we notice what 
has happened: the decline in infant 
mortality. 

Is it not interesting that a commu
nity like the city of Houston that has 
such a high rate of infant mortality is 
being compared to Third World coun
tries. Can we even stand as an inter
national world power when we are los
ing infant children at the rate of Third 
World countries? That is what will hap
pen with the kind of nutrition pro
grams that is in the Republican plan. 

I am looking clearly and supporting 
both the Deal plan that has been pro
posed, a Democratic plan, and as well 
the Mink plan. All of those concern 
themselves with welfare to work. But 
at the same time, they recognize that 
you cannot fill a bucket up with water, 
then let it run out, and when a dying 
man or child comes for a drink of water 
you say to them, "I am sorry, we have 
no more." 

This is what the program is that we 
have. And then title IV talks about the 
difficulty or the lack of welfare for 
legal immigrants. Let me simply say 
something to you. I am reminded of 
being taught as a child what the Stat
ue of Liberty stood for, and let me 
share any misconception. Legal immi
grants pay taxes. They pay taxes. I 
think what we need to understand is 
that welfare dollars come from our 

taxes, and so it is certainly irrespon
sible not to consider those who pay 
taxes and work and fall upon hard 
times. 

Interestingly enough, we find our
selves with the SSI allotment under 
title VI denying some of our most se
verely disabled children. What I am 
bringing to the point of the American 
people is I think that we have a voting 
population and a constituency that is 
certainly more sympathetic than what 
is occurring on the House floor. They 
have decidedly said that if people are 
willing to work, let them continue to 
get benefits so that they can bridge 
themselves to independence. Do not cut 
off 18-year-olds. Help them get to the 
point of independence by job training, 
by child care, and certainly job incen
tive. 

It is interesting to find out there are 
letters coming in from adoption agen
cies begging my office for children. We 
feel it is a mistake to make child pro
tection a block grant. There should be 
a Federal standard to protect abused 
and neglected children. It should not be 
a matter of geography that determines 
how children should be treated. 

This is the issue because what is hap
pening in the State of Texas, which has 
not been traditionally high in its 
AFDC payments, this new formula that 
will be utilized as indicated by our 
comptroller has said that we will be 
hurt, we will be hurt in the State of 
Texas, our children will be going to 
drink out of an empty bucket. There 
will be known dollars for abused chil
dren, there will be no dollars for adop
tion assistance, there will be no dollars 
for WIC assistance programs, there will 
be no dollars for school lunches and 
breakfast programs, there will be no 
dollars to help us understand our own 
children. 

I do not understand this. It is frus
trating that when I go home and I have 
to see a headline like ''do not short 
change Texas children." Is this a rav
ing radical, somebody irresponsible? 
No. lt_happens to be the President and 
chief executive of Children at Risk, be
cause before we left home we were 
pleaded with by the youth commission 
that is formulated in Harris County, 
we were pleaded with to remember the 
children. 

Under the proposed legislation Texas 
would get $558 million annually for our 
children, but it would indicate that we 
would lose dollars because of the for
mula. 

This means that Texas has 7.3 per
cent of the U.S. child population, New 
York 4.4 percent but we would be losing 
money because we would not get the 
number of dollars to serve that popu
lation. 

Our children are at risk. And it is 
very important to understand that as 
our children are at risk, we are in fact 
suffering the lack of investment in 
those children. 
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Where are the family values we talk 

about and I have heard them discussed 
in this very emotional debate about 
grandmothers and mothers and those 
good people who raised us? I hear the 
comments saying that the good people 
who work do not want their tax dollars 
thrown away. And if I can share with 
you what has happened in the WIC Pro
gram, gain, and to emphasize again, for 
example, how this program has again 
been effective, but I hear all of that 
kind of talk about where we are, and 
why we are in fact trying to do it this 
way, the Republicans say. 

But let me show you these numbers. 
WIC prenatal care benefits saved, if we 
want to save taxpayer dollars, $12,000 
to $15,000 for every very low birth 
weight baby prevented. Is that saving 
the taxpayers dollars? Is that true in
vestment for the time that we spend? 

The gentleman from Louisiana is in
terested in this issue as well. But, does 
this save us money? It does save us 
money; that we would invest to avoid a 
child that is born that cannot learn, 
that cannot think and then to have 
dysfunctional behavior in school be
cause they were a low birth weight 
baby. This is an investment in our fu
ture . 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. This 
whole debate is really not necessarily 
about mothers, it is really about chil
dren. And I think all too often we lose 
sight of the fact that this is really 
about 15.7 million children who cannot 
make the decision and could not make 
the decision about what household 
they are born in, they cannot make the 
decision as to whether or not they are 
handicapped or not handicapped or 
have some type of birth defect. 

But we can help in the area of pre
natal care and we still find ourselves in 
this Congress cutting money for pre
natal care where we have babies dying, 
high infant mortality all across this 
country, and I just want to commend 
the gentlewoman from Texas for tak
ing out the time at this very late hour 
in talking about the need to preserve 
some of these programs, because these 
programs actually affect real people 
and those real people so happen to be 
children. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I thank the gen
tleman, and let me simply say as I 
close, I have this picture up because I 
want to emphasize our children are our 
future . Our Democratic colleagues 
know that and they know that Texas 
will lose 100,000 children who will not 
be able to eat school lunch and of 
course this is not a me, me situation, 
me in Texas, you in Louisiana, some
one else in New York. This is really 
about our children. 

I think what we need to do in the 
U.S . Congress is clearly to emphasize 

not the stories of yesteryear about 
what grandmother did for me and how 
we pulled our bootstraps up because we 
realize by the year 2000 we will be los
ing $1.3 million in aid to children, SSI 
will be losing 348,000 children, in foster 
care 59,000 while about 14 million chil
dren will not have school lunches, 2.2 
million under this program, and 14 mil
lion children will lose food stamps. 

We need to move this agenda forward 
and vote for legislation that will in 
fact assure that parents, but yes, chil
dren can be able to move with their 
parents from dependence to independ
ence. 

We must ensure our children of a fu
ture and we must ensure that the ugli
ness that has been brought about by 
the debate or the mean-spiritedness is 
not the way that we go. 

We must ensure that these numbers 
that I have cited, the 2.2 million in 
school lunches will not be caught up in 
the term limits debate, is not caught 
up in what part of the country we come 
from, but realize actually we confront 
that we must represent and govern all 
Americans. It is so very important. 

I hope tomorrow will be a day and 
Friday will be a day that we vote for 
legislation that is not a mean-spirited, 
mishmash, patchwork, but in fact will 
be a comprehensive and informative 
piece of legislation that goes to the 
U.S. Senate that represents all of the 
people and reflects the polls that are 
saying Americans are compassionate 
taxpayers, middle class, rich, whatever 
you want to call them, working class, 
poor people are compassionate for our 
children. That is what we are missing 
in the legislation that is being pro
posed. And that is what I had hoped 
that we would be able to work toward, 
my colleagues, that that would be the 
case and that we would be successful in 
making this legislation effective for all 
of the people and especially our chil
dren. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight to again speak 
against the short-sightedness and apparent 
spitefulness of H.R. 1214-the Republican 
welfare reform proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, all Democrats unequivocally 
acknowledge the shortcomings of our current 
welfare system and are genuinely determined 
to do the bipartisan work necessary to fix that 
system. 

I, for one, have always believed that welfare 
should be a hand up, not a hand out. 

I want very much to join with all my col
leagues in crafting forward-thinking reform that 
will provide welfare parents and their children 
with real hope and a renewed sense of indi
vidual responsibility. 

By promoting the American work ethic with 
intelligent reform, we can finally make our wel
fare system live up to its original purposes and 
promises: To lift people out of poverty; move 
them into real jobs; and empower them to be
come independent, self-supporting and pro
ductive citizens. 

To that end, I offered, in good faith , amend
ments to this welfare bill that would have ac
complished three very important things. 

First, so that able-bodied welfare parents 
ready to work could actually find real jobs in 
the private sector-as opposed to make-work 
government jobs-I proposed offering a tax in
centive for businesses willing hire them. 

I believe corporate America is willing and 
able to do more when it comes to expanding 
and preparing our workforce. 

Second, so that welfare parents could ac
quire the training and job-skills private sector 
employers rightly demand, I proposed that the 
Federal Government ensure funding for train
ing and education programs needed to pre
pare welfare parents for the competitive world 
of work. 

And third, so that parents could complete 
their training and begin a regular work sched
ule without undue fears about the safety and 
care of their young children, I proposed that 
the Federal Government provide assistance 
for transitional child care. 

Mr. Speaker, these common-sense amend
ments were rejected out-of-hand by the major
ity on the rules committee. 

Unfortunately, the G-0-P proposal before 
this body makes no job training or child care 
provisions for welfare parents. And the short
term budget savings it boasts are to be squan
dered on tax breaks for some of the most 
comfortable citizens. 

For the moment, let's set aside the obvious 
moral questions the GOP proposal raises. Let 
us just talk practicality. 

If we just begin slashing aid to families with 
dependent children, emergency assistance for 
families, childcare assistance, nutrition assist
ance including the WIC and food stamps pro
gram, and supplementat security income for 
families with disabled children, what will we 
accomplish beyond tax cuts for the well-to-do? 

And what will we do when the bills for our 
shortsightedness come due? 

Will we be forced to raise taxes 5 years 
from now to pay for costly emergency health 
care as nutrition-related childhood diseases 
reach epidemic proportions? 

How will we cope with the inevitable explo
sion of homelessness of women and children? 

Are we fiscally prepared to build jails and 
orphanages to the horizon so that we might in
carcerate or house all those Americans who 
the GOP bill would relegate to futures outside 
the mainstream economy? 

And does corporate America want a 
workforce that excludes the potential and cre
ativity of millions of Americans who, in some 
cases, are literally dying for a chance to suc
ceed? 

I do not think the American people would 
answer yes to any of these practical ques
tions? 

The Department of Health and Human Serv
ices has analyzed the GOP welfare proposal 
and their findings are not encouraging. 

HHS projects that, during the next 5 years, 
6.1 million children nationwide would be cut off 
from AFDC benefits. Nearly 300,000 in my 
home State of Texas alone. 

I will share more revealing numbers in a 
moment but my point is this: if family values 
are truly a concern of my colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle, why won't they work 
with us to preserve America's safety net for 
families. 

This welfare reform debate is indeed one of 
values. We must ask ourselves, what kind of 
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nation shall America become as we prepare 
for the 21st century? 

Shall we wisely seek to nurture the vast po
tential of all our citizens, or merely those with 
political clout? 

Do we want welfare reform that steers peo
ple into productive work, or shall we continue 
driving them down the dead-end road of de
pendency? 

Mr. Speaker, these are our choices and we 
dare not consider them lightly? 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas (at the request of Mr. GEPHARDT) 
for today on account of the death of a 
friend. 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Mr. MINGE (at the 
request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today 
until 7 p.m., on account of family ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MILLER of California for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. DURBIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes , today. 
Mr. BECERRA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEAL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TANNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. THURMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. LINCOLN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLEMENT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLYBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes , today. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OLVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. PELOSI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, for 5 minutes , 

today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MFUME, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STENHOLM, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-

marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. WAMP for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. HOKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at her own 

request) to revise and extend her re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mrs. MYRICK, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at her own 

request) to revise and extend her re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min
utes, today. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. HOYER for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. SALMON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. WELDON, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. SEASTRAND) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. WOLF. 
Mr. COOLEY. 
Mr. ISTOOK. 
Mr. MOORHEAD. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. PORTMAN. 
Mr. BATEMAN. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida in two in

stances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD in two instances. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. CONDIT. 
Mrs. MALONEY in two instances. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 
Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Ms. LOFGREN. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY in two instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. OBERST AR. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
Mr. PALLONE. 
Ms. PELOSI. 
Mr. CARDIN. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. 
Ms. PRYCE. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House do now ad
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 12 midnight), the House ad
journed until Thursday, March 23, 1995, 
at 10 a.m. 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CAL-
ENDAR YEAR 1994 TO FACILI
TATE NATIONAL DEFENSE 
The Clerk of the House of Represent

atives submits the following report for 
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
pursuant to section 4(b) of Public Law 
85-804: 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, March 14, 1995. 

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Wash

ington , DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In compliance with 

Section 4(a) of Public Law 85-804, enclosed is 
the calendar year (CY) 1994 report entitled, 
" Extraordinary Contractual Actions to Fa
cilitate the National Defense." 

Section A, Department of Defense Sum
mary, indicates that 45 contractual actions 
were approved and that 5 were disapproved. 
Those approved include actions for which the 
Government 's liability is contingent and can 
not be estimated. 

Section B, Department Summary, presents 
those actions which were submitted by af
fected Military Departments/Agencies with 
an estimated or potential cost of $50,000 or 
more. A list of contingent liability claims is 
also included where applicable. The Defense 
Logistics Agency , Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization, Defense Information Systems 
Agency , Defense Mapping Agency , and the 
Defense Nuclear Agency reported no actions, 
while the Departments of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force, provided data regarding ac
tions that were either approved or denied. 

Sincerely, 
D.0. COOKE, 

Director, 
Administration and Management , 

Enclosure: As stated. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

EXTRAORDINARY CONTRACTUAL AC
TIONS TO FACILITATE THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE (Public Law 985-804), Calendar 
Year 1994 

FOREWORD 

On October 7, 1992, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense (DEPSECDEF) determined that the 
national defense will be facilitated by the 
elimination of the requirement in existing 
Department of Defense (DoD) contracts for 
the reporting and recoupment of non
recurring costs in connection with the sales 
of military equipment. In accordance with 
that decision and pursuant to the authority 
of Public Law 85-804, the DEPSECDEF di
rected that DoD contracts heretofore entered 
into be amended or modified to remove these 

requirements with respect to sales on or 
after October 7, 1992, except as expressly re
quired by statute. 

In accordance with the DEPSECDEF's de
cision, on October 9, 1992, the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition directed 
the Assistant Secretaries of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force, and the Directors of the De
fense Agencies, to modify or amend con
tracts that contain a clause that requires 
the reporting or recoupment of nonrecurring 
costs in connection with sales of defense ar
ticles or technology, through the addition of 
the following clause. 

The requirement of a clause in this con
tract for the contractor to report and to pay 
a nonrecurring cost recoupment charge in 
connection with a sale of defense articles or 
technology is deleted with respect to sales or 

binding agreements to sell that are executed 
on or after October 7, 1992, except for those 
sales for which an Act of Congress (see sec
tion 2l(e) of the Arms Export Control Act) 
requires the recoupment of nonrecurring 
costs. 

This report reflects no costs with respect 
to the reporting or recoupment of non
recurring costs in connection with sales of 
defense articles or technology, as none have 
been identified for calendar year 1994. 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS TAKEN PURSU-
ANT TO PUBLIC LAW 85-804 TO FACILI
TATE THE NATIONAL DEFENSE, CAL
ENDAR YEAR 1994 

SECTION A-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
SUMMARY 

SUMMARY REPORT OF CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS TAKEN PURSUANT TO PUBLIC LAW 85-804 TO FACILITATE THE NATIONAL DEFENSE- JANUARY-DECEMBER 1994 

Actions approved Actions denied 
Department and type of action 

Number Amount requested Amount approved Number Amount 

Department of Defense, total .. 

Amendments without consideration . 
Formalization of informal commitments . 
Contingent liabilities . 

Army, total. 

Amendments without consideration 

Navy, total . 

Amendments without consideration . 
Formalization of informal commitments 
Contengent liabilities 

Air Force, total . 

Contingent liabilities . 

Defense Logistics Agency, total ..... ........... . 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. total ..... . 
Defense Information Systems Agency, total .. 
Defense Mapping Agency, total ....... . 
Defense Nuclear Agency, total ... .... . 

45 

1 
0 

44 

41 

0 
0 

41 

16,016,149.00 

16,016.149.00 
0.00 
0.00 

16,016,149.00 

16,016,149.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

4 0.00 

0.00 

4 0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

1 Libby Corporation requested extraordinary contractual relief under P.L. 85-804. The request for relief was approved for $16,016.149. 

16,016,149.00 

16,016,149.00 
0.00 
0.00 

116,016,149.00 

16,016,149.00 

0.00 

0 00 
0.00 
000 

0.00 

0.00 

000 
0.00 
0 00 
000 
0.00 

18,459.908.00 

3.459,908.00 
15,000,000.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

18,459,908.00 

2 3,459,908.00 
315,000,000.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

2 Denials involved Delphi Painting & Decorating Company ($50,000); Farrell Lines, Incorporated ($87,200); Mech-Con Corporation ($2 ,076,082); and Truax Engineering, Incorporated ($1,246.626). 
3 Southwest Marine, Incorporated requested extraordinary contractual relief under P.L. 85-804. The request for relief was denied. 
'The actual or estimated potential cost of the contingent liabilities cannot be predicted, but could entail millions of dollars. 

SECTION B-DEPARTMENT SUMMARY 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Contractor: Libby Corporation. 
Type of action: Amendment Without Con

sideration. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: 

$16,016,149. 
Service and activity: U.S. Army Aviation 

Troop Command (ATCOM). 
Description of product or service: Tactical 

quiet generator sets (TQG's). 
Background: Libby Corporation (Libby) 

submitted a request for extraordinary con
tract relief under Public Law (P.L.) 85-804 re
questing an amendment without consider
ation pursuant to Federal Acquisition Regu
lation (FAR) 50.302-1. Libby asserted that if 
it did not receive relief, it would not be able 
to complete performance on U.S. Army Avia.
tion Troop Command (ATCOM) Contracts 
DAAKOl-88-D-080 and DAAKOl- 88-D-082 for 
tactical quiet generator sets (TQGs) which 
are essential to the national defense. 

Justification: Libby was awarded two firm 
fixed priced requirements contracts on Au
gust 30, 1988, for the production of a new gen
eration of tactical generators. Contract D080 
called for the production of: 4,498-SKW, and 
3,417-lOKW TQGs. Contract D082 called for 
the production of: l,240-15KW, l,261- 30KW, 
and 2,43~0KW TQGs. A total of 12,852 TQG 
were placed under contract. The contracts 
classified these TQGs as Level III Nondevel
opmental Items (NDI). No formal research 
and development effort preceded the award 
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of these contracts because it was believed 
that contract performance would require lit
tle more than the assembly/integration of 
existing commercial components into gener
ator sets, meeting military requirements. 

Under the terms of the contracts, first ar
ticle testing (FAT) was set to start in Feb
ruary 1990, production release was set for 
March 1991, and completion of deliveries was 
set for May 1993 (Contract D080) and June 
1993 (Contract D082). Difficulties were en
countered during the preproduction/FAT 
phase of the contracts. In September 1991, 
Libby filed a claim alleging Government 
delay, defective specifications, Government 
superior knowledge, and impossibility of per
formance. The contracting officer found that 
the Government did delay Libby during FAT 
and revised the delivery schedule to start 
production in March 1993, with completion 
by September 1995. While a new delivery 
schedule was established, the other issues 
were not fully resolved and a new contract 
amount was not definitized. 

In October 1993, Libby advised the con
tracting officer that it could not complete 
production of the TQGs unless it received an 
additional $46,000,000 beyond the $106,800,000 
priced for the production of the two con
tracts. As of October/November 1993, Libby 
had manufactured, and the Army had accept
ed, 3,500 of the 12,852 TQGs under contract. 
Libby's initial position was that these addi
tional amounts were due under the contract 
as a result of defective specifications, Gov-

ernment superior knowledge, and impossibil
ity of performance. 

During October, November, and December 
1993, a negotiation team from ATCOM and 
the U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
conducted a detailed evaluation of Libby's 
position. The negotiation team reviewed the 
amount Libby claimed it needed to complete 
performance of the contracts and evaluated 
liability for the claimed amount. After in
tensive negotiations, supported by DCAA, 
the parties agreed that $32,047,879 was needed 
to complete performance of the two con
tracts. However, of this amount, the Army 
was only legally liable for $16,031,748. The re
maining $16,016,149 reflected costs that could 
not be attributed to the Government and, 
therefore, the Government was not legally 
liable for this amount. 

On December 11, 1993, Libby submitted its 
formal request for extraordinary contract re
lief to the contracting officer. The Army 
Contract Adjustment Board (ACAB) heard 
the case on December 22, 1993, and approved 
relief in the amount of $16,016,149, subject to 
the execution of a Settlement Agreement be
tween Libby and the contracting officer 
which reflected the understandings of the 
parties as to liability. On February 23, 1994, 
a Settlement Agreement was executed. 

Applicant's contentions: Libby contended 
that it could not complete performance of its 
contracts for $106,800,000. Libby contended 
that it needed an additional $32,047,897 to 
complete performance of the contracts. Of 
this amount, Libby acknowledged that it 
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was not legally entitled to $16 ,016,149. Libby 
contended that if it did not receive this re
lief, it would suffer a cash flow problem so 
severe that by December 1993/January 1994, it 
would have to terminate its operations and, 
with that, stop performance of contracts es
sential to the national defense . Libby cited 
FAR 50.302- 1, Amendments Without Consid
eration, as authority for relief. 

Decision: As of October 1993, Libby's TQGs 
contracts were priced at $106,852 ,103. By Oc
tober 1993, Libby had concluded that it could 
not complete performance for that amount 
and had submitted a claim to ATCOM for an 
additional $46,000,000. Libby asserted that 
many of the difficulties it had incurred dur
ing the early phases of the contracts entitled 
it to additional compensation to perform the 
contracts. Libby characterized those prob
lems under various legal theories like: Gov
ernment caused delay, defective specifica
tions, Government's superior knowledge, and 
impossibility of performance. Although the 
Army conceded that it had delayed Libby's 
performance during FAT, because the con
tracts called for the assembly and integra
tion of existing commercial components, the 
Army was not particularly receptive to 
Libby 's claim. 

During the period October to December 
1993, Libby engaged in negotiations which 
reached the conclusion that it would take an 
additional $32,047,879 to complete perform
ance of the TQGs contracts. Of this amount, 
the Army agreed that it was liable, under 
different contract principles , in the amount 
of $16,031,748. Libby agreed that the Army 
was not responsible for the additional 
$16,016,149 needed to complete the TQGs con
tracts. 

Before the ACAB, Libby presented detailed 
financial information which disclosed that 
without the additional $16,016,149, its cash 
flow would not be sufficient to continue per
formance past January 1994. This figure does 
not include any amount for profit. 

FAR 50.302-l(a) provides that: 
When an actual or threatened loss under a 

defense contract, however caused, will im
pair the productive ability of a contractor 
whose continued performance on any defense 
contract found to- be essential to the na
tional defense , the contract may be amended 
without consideration, but only to the ex
tent necessary to avoid such impairment to 
the contractor's productive ability. 

It was found to be essential to the Army 
and, therefore, the national defense, that it 
receive the TQGs currently being manufac
tured by Libby. The Chief of the Combat 
Support, Combat Service Support & Common 
Systems Division, Office of the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS), verified 
the need in a memorandum dated December 
22, 1993, subject: " Mission Criticality of Tac
tical Quiet Generators for the U.S. Army. " 
That memorandum detailed the impact on 
the Army if action was not taken and Libby 
ceased production of the TQGs. In particular, 
the following concerns were identified: 

(a) A large percentage of the 132,000 Army 
Military Standard (MILSTD) generators cur
rently in the inventory had two problems 
impacting on readiness: one , many exceeded 
their expected useful life of 17 years; and 
two, about one-third of these generators op
erated on gasoline instead of multi-fuel. The 
continued use of gasoline increases support 
costs and represents a safety concern be
cause of the volatility of gasoline . 

(b) Many of the critical major components 
required to maintain the readiness of the 
current fleet of generators were no longer 
available in the supply system. The cost of 

having to overhaul MILSTD generators was 
almost twice that of buying comparable 
TQGs. Delays in fielding TQGs would result 
in the expenditure of needed operation and 
maintenance funds at nearly twice the 
amount of procurement costs. 

(c) New weapons systems that were being 
developed, tested, and fielded depended on 
the timely fielding of the TQGs. If the TQGs 
were not fielded as scheduled, these pro
grams may not have been fielded or may 
have incurred expensive alternative costs. 

(d) Modern battlefield requirements had 
become more sophisticated and had resulted 
in new needs that MILSTD generators could 
not fulfill. Most notable was audible and in
frared signature suppression. TQGs provided 
an 80 percent reduction over MILSTDS in 
both areas, significantly reducing the vul
nerability of soldiers to enemy attack. Im
proved survivability is a high priority on the 
modern battlefield. 

The December 22, 1993, DCSOPS memoran
dum clearly established the urgent need for 
the TQGs and the negative impact on the na
tional defense if the TQGs were not delivered 
as soon as possible. 

Libby presented data, confirmed by 
ATCOM, which indicated that the TQGs 
being manufactured met the Army's speci
fications and would be able to meet the cur
rent delivery schedule if Libby was provided 
the $16,016,149 requested under P .L. 85-804. 

Conclusion: Under these circumstances, 
the Army Contract Adjustment Board 
(ACAB) is of the belief that Libby's contin
ued performance of the TQGs contracts is es
sential to the national defense . ACAB there
fore granted Libby's requested relief. This 
action will facilitate the national defense. 
The contracting officer was authorized to 
amend the TQGs contracts without consider
ation in the total amount of $16,016,149, as 
memorialized in the Settlement between 
Libby and the contracting officer, dated Feb
ruary 23, 1994. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Contingent Liabilities: None. 
Contractor: None . 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Contractor: Delphi Painting & Decorating 
Company. 

Type of action: Amendment Without Con
sideration. 

Actual or estimated potential cost: $50,000. 
Service and activity: The Department of 

the Navy, Naval Facilities Engineering Com
mand. 

Description of product or service: Removal 
and disposal of paint that potentially con
tains lead. 

Background: The subject action is an 
Amendment Without Consideration under 
FAR Section 50.302-1. Delphi submitted a re
quest for extraordinary relief by letter dated 
December 21 , 1992. Delphi based the request 
on contractor essentiality and stated that 
they were entitled to compensation in the 
approximate amount of $50,000. Within the 
Department of Defense, P .L. 85-804 is imple
mented by the Federal Acquisition Regula
tion (FAR). FAR Part 50, Extraordinary Con
tractual Actions, Section 50.302, lists the 
type of adjustments available for relief. The 
only potentially applicable basis for adjust
ment in this case is contained under para
graph 50.302-1, Amendments Without Consid
eration, subparagraph (a). Subparagraph (a) 
allows Amendments Without Consideration 
if an actual or threatened loss will impair 
the productive ability of a contractor whose 
continued operations as a source of supply is 
found to be essential to the national defense. 

The essential nature of the work being per
formed is the essence of this exception. Upon 
review of the nature of the work involved in 
this contract (the removal and disposal of 
paint that potentially contains lead) , it has 
been determined that this type of work is 
not uncommon and can not be considered es
sential to the national defense. Further, the 
suggestion that future contracts will have to 
be awarded on a sole source basis is un
founded. 

Decision: In conclusion , the Contracting 
Officer determined, that pursuant to FAR 
50.101 , the request must be denied in its en
tirety . 

Contractor: Farrell Lines, Incorporated. 
Type of action: Amendment Without Con

sideration. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: $87,200. 
Service and activity: The Department of 

the Navy, Military Sealift Command. 
Description of product or service: U.S. flag 

ocean and intermodal transportation service. 
Background: The subject action is a request 

for a portion of the amount which was the 
subject of a certified claim under the Con
tract Disputes Act, which was previously de
nied by the Contracting Officer. Because the 
basis of the present claim involves some of 
the same facts as in the certified claim, a 
brief discussion of those facts follows. 

The SMESA contract covered U.S. flag 
ocean and intermodal transportation serv
ices, including combination U.S. flag and 
foreign flag services, if all U.S. flag service 
was not available to meet Government re
quirements between the United States, as 
well as other parts of the world, and areas in 
the Middle East. The purpose of the Contract 
was to support U.S. Gulf War operations. The 
Contract was solicited and awarded during 
August 1990, on .a firm fixed price basis for a 
period not to exceed one year. The effective 
date of the Contract was August 23, 1990. 
Farrell offered a combination U.S. flag/for
eign flag service between the U.S. East Coast 
(USEC) and the Middle East (ME), including, 
but not limited to , service to and from 
Damman. Farrell offered and provided U.S . 
flag vessel service between the USEC and the 
Mediterranean, with connecting foreign flag 
service to the ME. 

The connecting service offered and pro
vided by Farrell under the Contract involved 
the use of a slot charter with Compagnie 
Maritime D'Affretement (CMA) which, in 
turn, had entered into various time charters, 
including one with the owners of the VILLE 
D'OMAN, Gebr. Peterson 
Schiffahrtsgesellschaft Westertal GMBH & 
Co. (Owners). Farrell commenced perform
ance under the Contract in late August/early 
September 1990. 

On January 11, 1991, the owners of the ves
sel VILLE D'OMAN, asserting the threat of 
war and reports of floating mines in the Per
sian Gulf, gave notice of their intent not to 
permit the vessel to proceed to Damman and 
discharge its Department of Defense (DoD) 
cargo. CMA, after several unsuccessful at
tempts to convince the Owners and crew to 
proceed to Damman to discharge the DoD 
cargo under the Contract, directed the 
VILLE D'OMAN on January 21 , 1991 , to dis
charge its DoD cargo in an alternate port. 
Farrell subsequently arranged for the re
placement of the VILLE D'OMAN by another 
CMA chartered vessel , the TITANA, which 
was engaged in the European/Far East trade 
route, to deliver the DoD cargo to Damman, 
in accordance with the Contract. The costs 
associated with the diversion of VILLE 
D'OMAN and the use of the replacement ves
sel, the TITANA, to deliver the cargo are at 
issue. 
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Farrell's certified claim and the contract

ing officer's final decision: On July 10, 1992, 
Farrell submitted a certified claim for 
$485,978 for reimbursement of unanticipated 
costs (the $87,200 adjustment sought by 
Farrell was originally part of this claim). 
Farrell sought recovery of the additional ex
penses incurred in shipping the DoD cargo to 
Damman under a clause in its SMESA con
tract, which provided for reimbursement of 
unanticipated costs. Farrell claimed that the 
Contracting Officer had suggested the clause 
as a means by which Farrell could be reim
bursed. 

In support of its claim, Farrell asserted 
that it had considered trying to invoke the 
Liberties Clause. However, Farrell alleged 
that it was discouraged from doing so by the 
Contracting Officer. Farrell further alleged 
that the Liberties Clause, if applicable, 
would have relieved Farrell of the duty to 
ship the DoD cargo to Damman, based on the 
VILLE D'OMAN's refusal to proceed there 
out of safety concerns for the ship and its 
crew, and would have allowed it an equitable 
adjustment for its services. Farrell further 
asserted that it was discouraged from alter
nately imposing a special surcharge increase 
to the SMESA rates to cover the additional 
cost. 

The Contracting Officer's Final Decision 
denied Farrell's claim, concluding that the 
contract claus.e permitting reimbursement 
for unanticipated costs was inapplicable. The 
Contracting Officer noted that Farrell had 
contracted to deliver cargo safely to 
Damman and that the performance of its 
subcontractors were Farrell's responsibility. 
The Contracting Officer also pointed out 
that the unanticipated costs clause applied 
only to costs not otherwise covered in the 
Contract, and that the Liberties Clause was 
the appropriate avenue for Farrell to recover 
its additional expense. The Contracting Offi
cer concluded, however, that no valid claim 
existed under that clause because the VILLE 
D'OMAN was not justified in refusing to pro
ceed to Damman. Further, Farrell had failed 
to seek the Contracting Officer's approval 
before arranging alternate delivery of the 
DoD cargo to Damman, as required by the 
Liberties Clause. Finally, the Contracting 
Officer was unable to conclude that MSC per
sonnel had discouraged Farrell from seeking 
relief under the Liberties Clause or through 
surcharges. 

Request for adjustment: Farrell sought ex
traordinary relief in the form of a contract 
adjustment under the provisions of P.L. 85-
804 for $87,200. Farrell asserted that its loss 
was directly caused by Government action. 
To determine whether an adjustment was ap
propriate, the Government had to determine 
whether a loss occurred, whether the loss 
was caused by Government action, and 
whether that action resulted in a potential 
unfairness to the Contractor. 48 C.F .R. 
50.302-l(b). 

Farrell claimed that when they approached 
the Contracting Officer with the possibility 
of invoking the Liberties Clause under the 
Contract because of the VILLE D'OMAN's 
refusal to proceed to Damman, the Contract
ing Officer insisted they perform and stated 
that Farrell would receive no further book
ings if the clause were invoked. Based on 
this, and the Contracting Officer's subse
quent demands for assurances of perform
ance capabilities, Farrell claimed they were 
forced to abandon their rights under the Lib
erties Clause and were required to incur ad
ditional costs to deliver the cargo to 
Damm an. 

Assuming that an $87,200 loss existed, it 
was not caused by the Contracting Officer's 

actions. The viability of Farrell's service 
under the Contract was clearly in doubt dur
ing the January 1991 time frame due to 
Farrell's problem with the owners of the 
VILLE D'OMAN. The Contracting Officer's 
response to Farrell's comment about invok
ing the Liberties Clause was legitimate. It 
was reasonable for the Government to expect 
Farrell to perform, as contracted, and resort 
to the clause would have realistically sug
gested that Farrell was incapable of perform
ing. This conclusion was bolstered by 
Farrell's responses to the Contracting Offi
cer's inquiries which confirmed the service 
problems and detailed operational plans to 
continue performance under the Contract. 
Considering that the Contract permitted the 
Contracting Office to suspend bookings with 
a carrier for its prospective inability or fail
ure to perform. the Contracting Officer's 
comments to Farrell were entirely reason
able, under the circumstances, in that they 
only highlighted contract rights available to 
the Government. 

Government attempts to actively ascertain 
and secure Farrell's commitment to con
tinue contract performance can not be con
strued as an unreasonable influence causing 
Farrell to abandon its contract rights under 
the Liberties Clause. The Government had a 
legitimate, real, and urgent need to deter
mine Farrell's intent and ability to provide 
service. If Farrell was unable to perform 
under the Contract, then the Government 
clearly would have been entitled to exercise 
its rights, under the Contract, to suspend the 
booking of cargo with Farrell for failure to 
perform or for the prospective inability of 
Farrell to make good any future bookings. 
Farrell's decision to abandon any contract 
rights it may have had under the Liberties 
Clause and incur additional costs to ship the 
cargo to Damman is considered an affirma
tive and voluntary business decision on its 
part that was not induced by the Contracting 
Officer. Consequently, any additional ex
pense incurred by Farrell was not caused by 
Government action. 

Decision: After a careful and thorough re
view of Farrell's case, the Navy did not find 
that payment of the requested amount would 
facilitate the national defense. Further, it 
was concluded that Government action was 
not the cause of Farrell's loss. The Govern
ment had a right and a responsibility to seek 
full contractor performance under the terms 
and conditions of the Contract, particularly 
during a contingency such as Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm. No contractual relationship 
existed between the Government and 
Farrell's subcontractor, CMA. It was 
Farrell's responsibility to insure that CMA 
fulfilled its obligations under its contract 
with Farrell. Thus, it was decided that 
Farrell must absorb the loss resulting from 
CMA's failure to perform. Farrell accepted 
the cargo under the Contract and was obli
gated to deliver that cargo to Damman. 
Farrell made a conscious business decision 
in choosing its subcontractor, and must, 
therefore, bear the consequences of that de
cision, not the Government. Accordingly, 
Farrell's request for extraordinary relief 
under P.L. 85-804 for a contract adjustment 
in the amount of $85,200 was denied. 

Contactor: Mech-Con Corporation. 
Type of Action: Amendment Without Con

sideration. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: 

$2,076,082. 
Service and activity: The Department of 

the Navy, Naval Facilities Engineering Com
mand. 

Description of product or service: Con
struction of the Propellant Disposal Facil
ity. 

Background: By letter of May 29, 1992, 
Mech-Con Corporation, Pomfret, Maryland, 
submitted a request for extraordinary relief. 
The Contractor's request is based on alleged 
unconscionable and unfair acts by the Gov
ernment. 

Within the Department of Defense, P.L. 85-
804 is implemented by the Federal Acquisi
tion Regulation (FAR). FAR PART 50, EX
TRAORDINARY CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, 
Section 50.302, lists the type of adjustments 
available for relief. The only appropriate ad
justment in this case is contained under 
paragraph 50.302-1, Amendments Without 
Consideration, subparagraphs (a) and (b). 
Subparagraph (a) allows Amendments With
out Consideration if an actual or threatened 
loss will impair the productive ability of a 
contractor whose continued operations as a 
source of supply is found to be essential to 
the national defense. A review of the file 
does not establish that Mech-Con is essential 
to national defense. Therefore, contractor 
has not met the requirements of FAR 
52.302(a). 

Subparagraph (b) allows relief in instances 
where the Government directs its action pri
marily at the contractor and acts in its ca
pacity as the other contracting party, the 
contract may be adjusted in the issue of fair
ness. However, any relief under this subpara
graph is limited by paragraph 50.203(c), 
which states that no contract shall be 
amended or modified unless the contractor 
submits a request before all obligations (in
cluding final release and payment) under the 
contract have been discharged. 

The Contractor claimed monies in the 
amount of $2,076,082 for legal fees, interest 
expenses, and other miscellaneous costs 
under or relating to Contract N62477-74-C-
0333, Construction of the Propellant Disposal 
Facility, Naval Ordinance Station, Indian 
Head, MD. 

A review of the contract file showed that 
the contact was awarded to the joint venture 
of Mech-Con and Heller Electrical Corpora
tion on September 26, 1977. The contract was 
awarded in the amount of $4,258,643, with a 
contract completion date of 455 days. On 
June 30, 1981, modification P00029 was issued 
which terminated the contract for the con
venience of the Government. On January 27, 
1982, Mech-Con signed a final release on the 
contract. 

Decision: Entitlement could not be- granted 
under FAR 50302-l(b), because Mech-Con 
signed the final release. Contained within 
the final release, Mech-Con agreed that for 
the sum of $6,433,894.38, all liabilities, obliga
tions, and claims had been discharged and 
satisfied. However, following the signing of 
the final release, Mech-Con alleged that the 
Government coerced it into signing the final 
release. However, Mech-Con did not provide 
any documentation to support this allega
tion. Thus, the final release is valid. There
fore, Mech-Con did not meet the require
ments of FAR 52.302-l(b) and FAR 52.203(c). 

Contractor: Truax Engineering, Inc. (TEI). 
Type of action: Amendment Without Con

sideration. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: 

$1,246,626. 
Service and activity: The Department of 

the Navy. 
Description of product or service: Develop

ment of a low-cost, reusable rocket. 
Background: The claimed potential cost 

involved in the request is $1,246,626 as of No
vember 1, 1993, plus a claimed $50,000 per 
month since then. This was TEI's second 
Government contract, for development of a 
low-cost reusable rocket to be launched and 
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recovered from the sea (SEALAR). Funding 
for the program was limited from the begin
ning. A subsequent contract modification 
(P00009) substantially descoped the Contract 
by deleting all tasks not specifically related 
to the proof-of-principle launch and recov
ery. On June 4, 1991, a burst liquid oxygen 
tank damaged the rocket and caused delays 
and additional costs . Although later con
tract modifications increased the estimated 
cost, the Contract was allowed to expire on 
its completion date without the proof-of
principle launch and recovery having been 
achieved. 

Justification: As stated, the Contractor's 
request was for a contract adjustment with
out consideration. The standard, set by FAR 
50.302.l(b), for granting such an adjustment 
is one of fairness to a contractor that sus
tains a loss (not merely a decrease in antici
pated profit) under a defense contract be
cause of Government action. When the Gov
ernment directs its action primarily at the 
contractor and acts in its capacity as the 
other contracting party, the contract may be 
adjusted . When this action increases per
formance cost and results in a loss to the 
Contractor. fairness may make some adjust
ment appropriate . A review of the facts in 
this case. however. indicated that fairness 
with regard to the Contractor's claimed 
losses had already operated under an admin
istrative provision of the contract. 

Decision: For purposes of this decision, the 
facts regarding this case are outlined in the 
Contracting Officer's findings and rec
ommendation dated December 13, 1993. In 
that document. it is noted that the Contrac
tor's request was based on substantially the 
same circumstances as a previously settled 
claim, including nonbinding arbitration. 
under the disputes resolution process of the 
contract . The Contractor had misinterpreted 
the favorable recommendation by the arbi
trator and the subsequent negotiated settle
ment of the earlier claim as " proof'' that 
TEI was entitled to the entire amount 
claimed under P.L. 85-804. The company's ap
proach is inconsistent with a negotiated set
tlement. Moreover. TEI's position overstated 
the arbitrator's findings and recommenda
tion. as well as the role of the arbitrator. In 
submitting its P .L. 85-804 request for relief 
without a breakdown of actual costs in
curred. the Contractor ignored a provision in 
the contract modification which settled the 
earlier dispute , viz .. that it " ... agrees to 
forgo any further claim or requests for 
relief . . . except that this shall not 
preclude . . . relief under Part 50 of the 
[FAR] for costs or losses not included in the 
Contractor's ... claim.' ' 

The Contracting Officer's statement also 
observed that TEI further asserted it had to 
remain in business at continued losses until 
its dispute and P .L. 85-804 claims were set
tled. There was no apparent reason for this 
except that TEI apparently anticipated fur
ther SEALAR-related business from the pri
vate sector. and made a business decision to 
continue operations albeit at a heavy loss. 
The Contractor calculated its losses by com
paring unaudited, undifferentiated balance 
sheets from December 1991 and August 1993 
and requested the difference as relief under 
P.L. 85-804. Essentially, then, TEI asked the 
Government to underwrite all its business 
operations after the expiration of its only re
maining Government contract. 

Finally, given the facts that (1) the 
SEALAR program was canceled, and (2) 
TEI's self-declared principal reason for being 
in business was the SEALAR program, relief 
action under P.L. 85-804 would not appear to 

facilitate the national defense. In addition, 
information on the Contractor's recent busi
ness activity with regard to trying to de
velop the concept of reusable ICBM's has 
been evaluated and the same conclusion 
reached in that situation . 

In light of the above circumstances, and 
under authority delegated by NAPS 5250.201-
70, the request by Truax Engineering, Inc., 
for relief under P.L. 85-804 was disapproved. 

Contractor: Southwest Marine, Inc. 
Type of action: Formalization of Informal 

Commitments. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: 

$15,000,000. 
Service and activity: The Department of 

the Navy . 
Description of product or service: Drydock 

overhauls performed at Atlantic Dry Dock 
Corporation and Southwest Marine, Inc . 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In the early 1980s, Southwest Marine , Inc. 
(SWM), and Atlantic Dry Dock Corporation 
(ADD) invested in drydock facilities in San 
Diego, California, and Jacksonville, Florida, 
respectively, expecting to receive more Navy 
ship repair and overhaul contracts. Claim
ants asserted that they added facilities be
cause of representations of senior Navy offi
cials of more repair work if increased dry
dock facilities were available in the 
homeports of San Diego and Jacksonville, 
and because of the existing Navy homeport 
policy , planned changes in the Navy master 
ship repair policy to require ownership of fa
cilities, as well as planned Navy use of addi
tional multi-ship repair contracts. SWM and 
ADD asserted that increases in work did not 
materialize to the extent expected due to 
Navy alteration of, or failure to implement, 
these policies. In particular, claimants 
pointed to the change in the homeport policy 
from all overhauls performed in the home
port if adequate competition existed , to one 
third of overhauls reserved for the homeport 
if adequate competition existed, to later all 
overhauls competed coastwide. SWM and 
ADD claimed harm because the expected 
number of contracts were not competed only 
in the homeport or for work restricted to the 
homeport, but due to high debt burden/facili
ties costs, claimants' prices were not com
petitive with other companies. 

Conference Report No. 103-339 (at 93-94) for 
the FY 1994 DoD Appropriations Act pro
vides: 

The conferees are aware of a long standing 
dispute between Southwest Marine of San 
Diego , California, and Atlantic Dry Dock of 
Jacksonville, Florida, and the Department of 
the Navy over facility investments made by 
these two shipyards . Although [] the ship
yard owners agree that there is no legal rem
edy for a claim to be paid by the Navy, they 
continue to believe that , in fairness. the 
Navy should pay costs which the yards in
curred in making facility investments. The 
conferees direct the Navy to examine this 
issue again and inform the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House and Senate by 
May 31, 1994, on what course of action it rec
ommends to resolve this matter. 

Pursuant to this language, the Navy has 
conducted a reexamination of the SWM/ADD 
facility investment claims, making an im
partial and independent review of the record. 
This review has encompassed the Navy Re
port to Congress of November 1992 on this 
matter and data considered in that Report , 
including all SWM/ADD submissions made 
prior to that Report. As well , the SWM/ADD 
joint submission of January 29, 1993; SWM 
1994 submissions of May, August 8, and Sep
tember 2; and ADD submission of May 1994 

were considered. Additionally , ASN(RD&A) 
met with claimants on October 24, 1994, to 
provide them the opportunity to present the 
issues and facts of the dispute from their 
perspective. Also, a letter from the shipyards 
dated October 24 , 1994, was reviewed. 
II . PRIOR CONGRESSIONAL LANGUAGE AND NA VY 

CONSIDERATION OF CLAIMS 

In 1986, P .L . 99-500, Making Continuing Ap
propriations for FY 1987, Section 122 of the 
Military Construction Appropriation (here
inafter referred to as Sec. 122), directed: 

The Secretary of the Navy shall enter into 
negotiations with shipyards located on 
Sampson Street, San Diego, California, and 
on Fort George Island, Jacksonville, Florida, 
to determine what liability (if any), the 
United States has for damages suffered by 
such a shipyard resulting from facility im
provements made by such shipyard during 
1982 in good faith reliance on representations 
and assurances provided to officials of such 
shipyards by representatives of the Depart
ment of the Navy in 1981 and 1982 with re
spect to future work of the Department of 
the Navy at such shipyard. 

Pursuant to Sec. 122, SWM and ADD sub
mitted a joint request for relief on October 
29, 1987, totaling $59,558,447 for lost profits 
not realized after the facility investments. 
In response to questions from the Navy, 
claimants provided supplemental docu
mentation. The parties held negotiations on 
January 24 and 25, March 14, and April 26, 
1989. By a May 10, 1989, letter to Congress, 
the Secretary of the Navy determined that 
the Navy bore no legal or equitable liability 
to the shipyards and formally denied the re
quest. This position was supported by a 5-
page Contracting Officer Memorandum of 
Decision and a 60-page legal memorandum. 

In 1989, Conference Report No. 101-331 (at 
422) for the FY 1990 DoD Authorization Act 
provided: 

The conferees desire that the Navy fully 
explore all equitable and legal aspects of cer
tain claims for relief submitted by shipyards 
pursuant to section 122 of the FY 1987 Mili
tary Construction Appropriations Act (P.L. 
99-591). 

Accordingly . the conferees direct the Sec
retary of the Navy to reconsider actively and 
together with the shipyards all facts and the 
quantum aspects of the claims and to report 
to the committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives the re
sults of such reconsideration with a defini
tive analysis of such claims under section 
122. 

Pursuant to this language , the parties met 
(first on March 28, 1990) and exchanged con
siderable documentation regarding the facts 
and legal issues of the case. On November 2, 
1992, by letter to Congress, the Secretary 
found that the shipyards were not entitled to 
compensation, either as a matter of law or 
equity, and formally denied the request . This 
letter forwarded a detailed 97-page Navy 
analysis conducted by the Navy General 
Counsel of the facts, legal and equitable is
sues, and quantum , including copies of rel
evant documentation (87 attachments). This 
analysis will hereinafter be referred to as the 
1992 Navy Report. 

III. BACKGROUND 

SWM and ADD claimed that, in the early 
1980s, each invested in certain capital im
provements at its San Diego facility and 
Jacksonville facility, respectively, with the 
expectation of receiving increased Navy ship 
repair and overhaul contracts. SWM began 
serious plans for purchase of a drydock in 
late 1981. The drydock was purchased in De
cember 1982, with the loan requirements fi
nalized in March-April 1983 with Wells Fargo 
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Bank. SWM installed a large new floating 
drydock, new piers, and a new warehouse. In 
the first half of 1980, ADD began planning for 
the construction of a 4,000 ton marine rail
way and made a firm decision to proceed in 
January/February 1982. The railway was 
completed in October/November 1982. ADD 
added a pier extension, begun in June 1983 
and completed in July 1984. 

Claimants alleged that investments in 
these facilities improvements were made in 
reliance on Navy policies in 1982, including 
the Navy's existing homeport ship repair pol
icy, planned changes in the Navy master ship 
repair policy, and planned Navy use of addi
tional multi-ship repair contracts, combined 
with various Navy representations of in
creased homeport repair work if SWM or 
ADD invested in increased drydock facilities. 
The following summarizes these areas. 

Navy Representations: SWM/San Diego 
Homeport. Prior to facility improvements by 
SWM and National Steel and Shipbuilding 
Company (NASSCO) in the 1980s, there was a 
shortage of drydocking capability in the San 
Diego homeport. The only drydock was the 
Navy graving dock which the Navy leased to 
the San Diego Unified Port District, which 
made the dock available to local ship repair 
firms doing Navy ship repair work. The Navy 
dock permitted adequate competition, but 
only one drydock in the area limited the 
number of overhauls or other repair work 
that could be done in the homeport in any 
one year. 

A March 12, 1981, letter from V ADM Fowl
er, Commander, Naval Sea Systems Com
mand (NA VSEA), to Arthur Engel, President 
of SWM, advised of "* * * an increase in the 
size of the Navy Shipbuilding Program in the 
forthcoming years;" that the problems 
caused by the increase "* * * will be solvable 
if the Navy and industry embark on innova
tive, cooperative planning;" and that one of 
four objectives of the Navy and industry 
should be to "* * * [s)trengthen the indus
trial base and enhance the vitality of the 
shipbuilding industry. '' 

In late 1981, NAVSEA prepared a draft re
port outlining a business plan for overhaul 
and repair of Navy ships in the San Diego 
area which provided: 

Addition of another graving dock or float
ing drydock would enable a significant num
ber of Naval vessels to remain in the home
port of San Diego for repair and overhaul. 
" In order to foster a robust private sector in
dustrial base, the Navy should investigate 
immediately all alternatives to relocate a 
floating drydock in San Diego." 

An option for obtaining additional drydock 
capability would be to provide a " contrac
tual means of. providing inc en ti ves to a con
tractor or contractors to make substantial 
capital improvements in a new drydock and 
pier" and fully explore all appropriate meth
ods to provide incentives to assist or encour
age private development of drydocking fa
cilities, including multi-year contracts, cap
ital investment incentive clauses, capital in
vestment sharing, and contractor consor
tiums. 

" [T]here is little the Navy can do to guar
antee future work to individual companies in 
the private sector to encourage capital in
vestment to expand facilities/capabilities. " 

Acknowledgment that SWM was seeking to 
add a 20,000 ton drydock to its facilities. 

Recognition that there was a need to es
tablish more stringent qualification criteria 
for Master Ship Repair (MSR) contract hold
ers to "continually glean contractors with 
inadequate resources from the ranks of eligi
ble bidders" and that the Navy "should de-

velop quantitative criteria for MSR eligi
bility that specifies minimum, albeit sub
stantial, levels of technical, management, fi
nancial, and facilities resources." 

Acknowledgment that there was a need to 
provide schedule stabilization of ship repair 
requirements to give the local ship repair in
dustry more certainly in workload demands: 
"There should be a commitment to retain in 
San Diego as much depot maintenance repair 
work as port capability allows ... " with 
multiship packages maximized, with mini
mum concurrence in schedules, for overhauls 
and Selected Restricted Availabilities 
(SRAs). 

According to a Declaration by Mr. Engel, 
submitted with SWM's 1987 claim submission 
in early 1982, Mr. Engel met with Mr. Leh
man, then Secretary of the Navy, to discuss 
SWM's intended capital improvements. " Sec
retary Lehman indicated that SWM's facili
ties improvements would be appreciated and 
encouraged by the Navy." In early spring of 
1982, Mr. Engel met with ASN(S&L), Mr. 
Sawyer. " We again discussed SWM's im
provement plans. Mr. Sawyer also indicated 
that facility improvements would be fol
lowed by more repair work in the home
port." 

In March 1982, a cost type overhaul con
tract for USS HENRY WILSON was awarded 
outside the homeport at a price nearly twice 
that proposed by two San Diego shipyards. In 
relation to this award, certain Government 
statements were reported: 

The March 31, 1982, San Diego Union re
ported that Mr. Carlucci, then Deputy Sec
retary of Defense, told Congressman Hunter 
that lack of sufficient drydock facilities in 
San Diego was the main consideration in 
this award decision. 

The April 2, 1982, San Diego Union reported 
that ASN(S&L) Sawyer stated that the 
award was based on a superior proposal in 
the solicitation's higher weighted factors 
[presumably, facilities was one of these fac
tors] and that " I would like to encourage 
some of the local (San Diego) firms to invest 
in their own facilities. The real bottom line 
is, if I could urge something on the people of 
San Diego, looking at the market projec
tions for overhauls and repairs there, is to do 
it the American way and invest in better fa
cilities." Mr. Sawyer was also reported as 
saying that improved repair facilities in San 
Diego would make it easier for the Navy to 
adhere to the homeport policies on repairs, 
which " is alive and well." 

The June 7, 1982, San Diego Union reported 
that, in response to a question regarding 
what was needed to get overhaul contracts in 
San Diego, ASN(S&L) Sawyer stated: " three 
good shipyards." 

In an undated and unidentified newspaper 
article provided by SWM. it was reported 
that a Navy memorandum to Edwin Meese, 
then Counselor to the President, regarding 
the WILSON award stated that, in order for 
homeport firms to obtain greater number of 
ship overhaul contracts, they should in
crease facility investment, noting that SWM 
has no drydock while the awardee does. 

On August 12, 1982, Chapman Cox, DASN 
(Installations) met with San Diego business 
leaders and the San Diego Port Commission. 
(This meeting is described by SWM but not 
mentioned in the 1992 Navy Report .) He stat
ed that the homeport policy was still in ef
fect despite the recent change in policy re
quiring only one third of overhauls to be re
stricted to the homeport (discussed below); 
the overall percent of homeport repair and 
overhaul work would remain the same; there 
would be an increase in the number of ships 

homeported in San Diego there was a need 
for additional homeport facilities and pri
vate investment to that end was encouraged; 
and endorsed a proposal to build a drydock 
to be operated by the Port Commission and 
used by local firms. 

The September 22, 1982, San Diego Daily 
transcript and San Diego Union reported 
that Mr. Sawyer and V ADM Fowler met with 
San Diego contractors at a September 21, 
1982, session organized by the local Chamber 
of Commerce. Mr. Sawyer emphasized the 
need to improve the quality of area facili
ties, noting that with the anticipated 30 per
cent growth in Navy work over the next two 
years. there was a potential for $240,000,000 in 
assured work in the period. Mr. Saywer said 
that these predictions depended on improved 
facilities. adequate competition, and local 
contractors' ability to win one third of 
coastwide overhaul solicitations. Both Navy 
officials sought to encourage interest in the 
Port District obtaining a drydock for the use 
of area contractors. Mr. Sawyer said that 
there was no guarantee San Diego firms 
would receive additional work just because 
the facilities were there unless a public body 
were involved in its construction. Mr. Engel 
pointed out the risk in private investment in 
the absence of Navy guarantees and asked 
whether the homeport policy would be elimi
nated. 

According to a Declaration by a Wells 
Fargo employee responsible for investigating 
and recommending approval of the drydock 
loan to SWM, he met with personnel from 
the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 
and Repair (SUPSHIP) San Diego to discuss 
the future of Navy ship repair and overhaul 
business in San Diego. "Although the Navy 
would not formally commit itself, 
SUPSHIPS personnel did indicate that there 
would be a substantial amount of future 
work in the San Diego homeport and that 
there was a need for additional drydock ca
pacity and pier capacity." It was the Wells 
Fargo employee's impression that the Navy 
was encouraging the development of im
proved facilities to handle future work. " The 
anticipation of an increase in the volume of 
overhaul and ship repair contracts in the 
San Diego homeport was one of several 
major considerations in our credit decision." 

Navy Representations: ADD/Jacksonville 
Homeport. Before ADD completed its marine 
railway, only one contractor in the home
port, Jacksonville Shipyards, Inc. (JSI), had 
an adequate drydock to repair Navy ships. 
Consequently, because there was no competi
tion for overhaul work in Jacksonville be
tween at least two sources, overhauls of 
ships homeported in Jacksonville had to be 
competed coastwide. A further barrier to re
pairing ships in the Jacksonville homeport 
was that JSI did not actively compete in 
coastwide competitions. 

RADM Kinnebrew was Commander of 
Cruiser Destroyer Group Twelve 
(homeported in Mayport) from February 1980 
to August 1981. According to a Naval Sea 
Systems Command attorney interview with 
RADM Kinnebrew on June 7, 1988, at some 
point during his tenure, RADM Kinnebrew 
had one or two discussions with Mr. Gibbs, 
President of ADD, in which he indicated that 
additional ship repair capability in the 
Mayport/Jacksonville area would be welcome 
because it would increase the possibility of 
accomplishing ship repair in the homeport. 
RADM Kinnebrew also indicated to Mr. 
Gibbs that the Navy planned to homeport 
some FFG-7 Class ships in Mayport and that 
the Navy would continue to homeport de
stroyers in Mayport for the foreseeable fu
ture. According to RADM Kinnebrew, he did 
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not make any promises or commitments to 
ADD regarding future work. The Admiral 
cannot recall what was said at a particular 
meeting, but indicated in this interview that 
these were the general remarks made over 
the course of the discussions with Mr. Gibbs. 

According to a Declaration by Mr. Gibbs, 
RADM Kinnebrew met with Mr. Gibbs in 
February 1980 and stated that he wanted 
ADD to construct facilities that would en
able ADD to repair and overhaul destroyers 
and frigates and indicated that his state
ments to ADD were authorized by his superi
ors. After this conversation, Mr. Gibbs "was 
convinced that the initiation of a substantial 
facilities improvement program at ADD 
would result in substantial business opportu
nities with the Navy." 

As reported in Vol. 12, Number 24 of the 
Weekly Report of the Jacksonville Area 
Chamber of Commerce (undated), ADM 
Train, Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet, 
addressed a session of the Jacksonville Area 
Chamber of Commerce in Norfolk on May 2, 
1980. ADM Train indicated that: if Jackson
ville expands its ship maintenance and re
pair capabilities, it will be in line for more 
Navy work; such additional capabilities in 
an area ensure more competition which, in 
turn, could lead to more Navy ship repair· 
and maintenance work in Jacksonville; 
Jacksonville lacks the drydock facilities 
necessary for major overhauls of Navy ships; 
and the Navy wants major overhaul facilities 
to exist in the ship's homeport to avoid hav
ing the crew relocated. As a result of these 
remarks, the Jacksonville Chamber of Com
merce indicated they would contact local 
shipyards about plans for expansion and help 
in locating additional ship repair facilities in 
Jacksonville. 

According to a Declaration by Mr. Gibbs, 
in the summer of 1981, ADD and its consult
ing firm, SEACOR Associates, made presen
tations to the Navy in Norfolk and to RADM 
Nunnelely, Director of the Ships Mainte
nance and Modernization Division of the Of
fice of the Chief of Naval Operations, regard
ing the proposed construction of the marine 
railway. The Navy audience at both sessions 
"responded favorably" to the proposed im
provements and " encouraged continued con
struction." 

On December 18, 1981, V ADM Fowler met 
with a group of Jacksonville area Navy, busi
ness, and industrial leaders at the Mayport 
Officers Club to discuss ship maintenance 
support for Navy expansion at Naval Station 
Mayport (NAVSTA Mayport). According to a 
Declaration by Mr. Gibbs, V ADM Fowler 
" ... reiterated the notion that, if improved 
facilities were built, Jacksonville contrac
tors would get work to fill those facilities." 

To prepare V ADM Fowler for the December 
18, 1981, talk in Mayport, RADM Johnston, 
SUPSHIP Jacksonville, sent V ADM Fowler 
copies of background memoranda. One 
memorandum (undated), entitled " Growth of 
Support Capability in Jacksonville, " states: 
current ship intermediate and depot level 
maintenance support facilities in the Jack
sonville area have a maximum capacity of 
20,000 man-days per month, which capacity 
will be " overtaxed" by the Selected Re
stricted Availability (SRA) workloads pro
jected in FYs 1983, 1984, and 1986; there is a 
need to expand the current ceiling of indus
trial capacity to between 30,000 and 35,000 
man-days per month to meet long term 
needs; " the projected maintenance needs are 
well publicized and discussions with the in
dustrial community have been conducted by 
local flag officers, SUPSHIPS JAX and CO, 
NAVSTA Mayport" ; " [a]n extensive effort 

has been and continues in the Jacksonville 
area to outline the programmed Navy build 
up and to call for community support. Asta
ble, predictable plan will enhance credibility 
and reassure commercial activities who will 
be investing their resources"; ADD is propos
ing a major expansion of facilities in order 
to handle FFG-7 SRAs; the problem of assur
ing adequate depot and intermediate level 
repair capacity " is real but solvable." An
other memorandum (undated), entitled 
"Background of Current Situation," ref
erences a request from the Commander, 
Naval Air Forces Atlantic to review "com
munity planning in light of Navy expansion" 
in the Mayport area and develop a program 
to encourage commercial growth for both 
ship maintenance support and housing for 
personnel. It also identifies possible .ques
tions for the meeting: "What assurances can 
be given that SRAs/RAVs [Restricted Avail
abilities] will be committed to the Mayport 
area and not contracted out of homeport?"; 
Will the NA VSEA policy of soliciting most 
regular overhauls on a coastwide basis con
tinue?" 

According to a Declaration by Mr. 
Hoapner, former President of the bank (Flag
ship Bank, subsequently acquired by Sun 
Bank) that provided the marine railway 
loan, Mr. Lehman and Congressman Bennett 
met in Washington in January 1982 with the 
Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce. At that 
meeting, Mr. Hoepner " was led to believe 
that existing and proposed Navy policies and 
practices would result in greater business for 
ADD if it were to make proposed capital im
provements." In other discussions between 
bank employees and Navy officials, Navy of
ficials reaffirmed the homeport policy and 
were not equivocal about its policies or the 
likelihood that ADD's capital improvements 
would result in more business. 

According to a Declaration by a former 
employee of Flagship Bank involved in eval
uation of ADD's loan application, he had sev
eral discussions with Navy personnel in 
which the Navy indicated that, " if another 
company improved its facilities so that there 
would be competition in the homeport, the 
Navy would provide more overhaul work in 
the homeport." Based on these discussions, 
he concluded that ADD's market projections 
were valid and that it was reasonable for 
ADD to rely upon Navy assurances regarding 
future ship repair and overhaul work in 
Jacksonville . 

A May 1982 draft report of the Jacksonville 
Chamber of Commerce Ship Repair Facility 
Task Force stated that ship repair awards 
will increase during the 1980s and 1990s as a 
result of ADD's soon-to-be completed marine 
railway and JSI's drydock, which will create 
a competitive situation in the homeport, and 
that SUPSHIP advised that the Navy will re
strict overhaul and SRA work requiring dry
dock capability when a competitive situa
tion exists. The task force should do all it 
can to ascertain that this work is indeed re
stricted to the homeport to provide an op
portunity for a fair return on the shipyards' 
investments in view of the " financial risk 
being undertaken by these shipyards in an
ticipation of the needs of the Navy." 

The April 1982 Jacksonville Seafarer re
ported that: by the end of 1984, NAVSTA 
Mayport will be home to 45 vessels (com
pared to 25 in December 1981); the expansion 
" could mean a bonanza of repair and mainte
nance contracts for area shipyards;" at a 
March 18, 1982, meeting of local subcontrac
tors chaired by JS!, a JS! representative in
dicated that Navy concerns expressed at ses
sions between Jacksonville Chamber of Com-

merce and Navy officials was that the Jack
sonville area have a viable competitive base 
and that the industrial base capacity be ade
quate to handle the increase in Navy work; 
that JS! was encouraging ADD to proceed 
with the planned marine railway to meet the 
competition requirements in the homeport; 
JS! had made commitments of manpower 
levels to be maintained to support Navy 
needs; Congressman Bennett stated that, if 
the community does not have the industrial 
capacity to meet Navy ship repair needs, he 
will "see that the ships go somewhere else, 
and not only for repair, but for home bas
ing"; the Jacksonville area shipyards, busi
ness community, and Navy were "working to 
expand the area's capacity for repairs, " and 
the Navy itself was actively working to en
courage capacity expansion; upon assuming 
his command in the area, SUPSHIP cited 
three goals: increased Navy housing in 
Mayport, development of ship repair capac
ity, and development of industrial capacity 
in the community to support that ship repair 
capacity. 

The May 1982 Jacksonville Seafarer re
ported that: the Navy wants three drydock
capable yards in Jacksonville to provide a 
guaranteed competitive situation for repair 
work on new and existing ships homeported 
in the area; over $1.3 billion of work is sched
uled to be done on vessels homeported at 
Mayport and Charleston during the next dec
ade; because there are no drydocks capable 
of performing this work in Charleston, 
SUPSHIP Jacksonville indicated that Jack
sonville yards can "expect to get much of 
the work from there [Charleston] if the area 
has the drydock capacity"; "Navy and Jack
sonville Chamber of Commerce Task Force 
have agreed that if local yards cannot handle 
the work, it would favor having new compa
nies established in the Jacksonville area to 
perform the work;" and regarding doubts 
about the ability of the projected ship repair 
business volume to support the new shipyard 
facilities, the Navy "can not guarantee in 
writing contracts over the long-term, largely 
because of its inability to award multiyear 
repair contracts because of budgeting re
strictions, though Johnston [SUPSHIP JAX] 
did assure task force members that the work 
would be available if the facilities 
were . . .. " 

Navy Homeport Policy. Before 1982, the 
Navy's homeport policy required that all 
ship repair availabilities, including over
hauls (six months duration or more) or 
shorter term availabilities (selected re
stricted availabilities (SRAs), restricted 
availabilities, or technical availabilities), of 
ships having crews attached be accomplished 
in the homeport area when adequate com
petition was available. The primary goals of 
this policy were to minimize disruptive ef
fects on Navy personnel and families caused 
by conducting ship maintenance away from 
the homeports and to provide industry better 
predictability of future business opportuni
ties. 

In testimony on March 10, 1982, before the 
House Armed Services Committee regarding 
the Naval Ship Overhaul Program, V ADM 
Fowler had testified that the Navy policy is 
to overhaul ships in or near the homeport to 
minimize family disruption and improve 
crew morale. Other key factors in determin
ing where a ship will be overhauled include 
ship complexity, fleet operations schedules 
and material readiness requirements, ship
yard workload and qualifications, shipyard 
capacity and capability in the homeport 
area, and contract requirements regarding 
competition and ~all businesses. The fol
lowing statements ~ the Admiral were also 
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included in the record: "the long-term effect 
[of the homeport policy) is expected to be an 
increase in private sector industrial capacity 
near major homeport areas. In fact, the in
dustry is already increasing its capability in 
areas of heavy fleet concentration such as 
San Diego, California; Norfolk, Virginia; and 
Jacksonville, Florida." 

On July 19, 1982, OPNAVNOTE 4700 di
rected that at least one third of the regular 
overhauls of ships having crews attached be 
reserved for the homeport, with the balance 
to be competed coastwide and that SRAs be 
performed in the homeport "where feasible." 

In 1985, the homeport policy required unre
stricted competition for all overhauls, a 
change that resulted from Congressional di
rection (in the Conference Report on Making 
Continuing Appropriations for FY 1985 dated 
October 10, 1984) to terminate the policy of 
reserving one-third of overhauls for the 
homeport. The direction was based on fac
tors which Congress believed would ad
versely affect the mobilization capability of 
non-homeport private shipyard&--namely, 
decline of commercial ship repair workload 
making private ship repair firms more de
pendent on Navy work; increased ship repair 
work being done by shorter repair availabil
ities (specifically SRAs) that were 100 per
cent reserved for the homeport area; and cor
responding decrease in overhauls available 
for coast-wide competition above the 30 per
cent homeport reservation. 

In 1987, the homeport policy was codified 
at 10 U.S.C. 7299a by Sec. 1101 of the FY 1988/ 
89 DoD Authorization Act. This law directs 
the Navy to restrict to the homeport area 
short-term repair or maintenance work if 
there is adequate competition. Short-term is 
defined as performance of six months or less. 

Master Ship Repair (MSR) Policy. The 1981 
NAVSEA draft report, mentioned above, 
noted that about 70 percent of work awarded 
under MSR contracts was subcontracted and 
recommended that MSR contract holders be 
required to meet certain qualifications re
garding technical, management. financial, 
and facilities resources. As reported in the 
September 22, 1982, San Diego Union, at the 
September 21, 1982, meeting between the 
Navy and San Diego contractors, in response 
to a question regarding MSR contractors, 
VADM Fowler stated that the Navy had 
reached no conclusion regarding a require
ment for firms to have waterfront facilities. 

In the Conference Report to the Continu
ing Resolution for FY 1983, dated December 
20, 1982, Congress directed the Navy to estab
lish a certification procedure to qualify 
firms as MSR holders to guarantee fully 
qualified private sector capability. This lan
guage led to the Navy's establishment of a 
MSR recertification program on January 28, 
1983, intended to ensure that MSR holders 
had the necessary facilities. management ca
pability:, and technical expertise. 

On May 27. 1983, NA VSEAINST 4280.2 was 
issued to revise policy for MSR contracts. 
MSR contractors would be required to have 
the ability to perform an entire overhaul or 
SRA of a Naval ship of 500 tons or larger, in
cluding control (possession or committed ac
cess) of facilities (piers, shops, and a Navy
certified drydock). and an organization capa
ble of performing 56 percent of the work for 
an overhaul in-house. 

(In this respect. it is noted that SWM final
ized its drycock purchase negotiations in De
cember 1982-before Congressional identifica
tion of the MSR recertification program and 
before the SR policy change in May 1983.) 

Multi-Ship Contracting Policy. In the 
Naval Sea Systems Command Ship Overhaul 

Policy Statement dated January 18, 1982, 
VADM Fowler stated that multiple ship pro
curements will be used, when appropriate, to 
provide incentives for shipyard improve
ments and capital investments as well as to 
·obtain benefits of learning and economies of 
scale. In March 1982 Congressional testi
mony, VADM Fowler stated that multi-ship 
and cost type contracting under negotiated 
solicitations provided incentives for ship
yard improvements and other benefits. The 
1981 NAVSEA draft report mentioned above 
had recommended multi-year contracts as a 
possible way to provide incentives to encour
age private development of ship repair facili
ties. 

A July 13, 1982, San Diego Tribune article 
reported an internal NAVSEA memorandum 
indicating a NAVSEA desire for "a plan to 
award in one package in San Diego to the 
yard that promises to build the biggest and 
best facility to support this multi-ship over
haul and the Navy: 6 ships." This article 
stated that Navy officials would not com
ment on the authenticity of the memoran
dum or elaborate on ship repair plans in San 
Diego. 

OPNA VNOTE 4700, issued on July 19, 1982, 
provided that multiple ship overhaul con
tracts would normally be competed coast
wide and that increased use of multiple ship 
overhaul solicitations was desired to provide 
incentives for shipyard capital improve
ments and to achieve improved performance 
through greater competition. NAVSEA NO
TICE 4710, issued September 3, 1982, reflected 
the policy to compete multiple ship con
tracts coast-wide. 

(In this respect, it is noted that when SWM 
finalized its drydock purchase negotiations 
in December 1982, the multi-ship contracting 
policy provided that such contracts would 
normally be competed coast-wide. Moreover, 
multi-ship contracts never were in wide
spread use (partly because of the inherent re
striction on competition) and have decreased 
in use since 1982. SWM admits that by 1982, 
the Navy had only awarded one multi-ship 
contract in San Diego and had canceled an
other multi-ship solicitation, repackaging 
the work an single ship contracts.) 

IV. CLAIM SUBMISSIONS 

The following discusses the SWM/ADD 
claims by addressing the claimants' submis
sions made since the last Navy analysis and 
decision regarding the facility investment 
claims-the Navy's November 2, 1992, Report 
to Congres&--in relation to the prior record. 
As noted above, all the claimants' submis
sions have been reviewed, considered and 
analyzed as well as prior Navy reports. 

January 29, 1993, Submission. Claimants 
submitted a joint document entitled "Claim
ants' Response to Navy Report to Congress," 
Dated January 29, 1993, (forwarded to Con
gress on February 1, 1993) in response to the 
Navy's November 2, 1992, Report to Congress 
which concluded that there was no legal or 
equitable basis to compensate SWM and ADD 
for their claims. 

In arguing that it is essential that an equi
table settlement be achieved and that Con
gress, if necessary, should give further direc
tion/clarification to that end, claimants in
clude various statements. Claimants identify 
"Navy barriers" to equitable resolution of 
the claims, namely: Navy placed a signifi
cant burden on claimants to draft a state
ment of facts, only to subsequently unilater
ally draft a Navy statement of facts which 
raised a " whole host of new issues" and, 
thereby, delayed agreement on a statement 
of facts; Navy refused to give weight to 
sworn statements submitted by claimants or 

to provide any sworn evidence to contradict 
these statements; and Navy placed undue re
liance on written versus oral exchanges, 
which denied claimants access to top-level 
Pentagon personnel and resulted in entitle
ment analysis being delegated to NAVSEA 
officials. Claimants also take issue with cer
tain factual and legal conclusions of the 
Navy Report, which are discussed below; 
maintain their position that Sec. 122 creates 
Navy liability, with quantum being the only 
item to be determined; argue that P.L. 8~04 
provides a "mechanism" to provide mone
tary settlement under formalization of infor
mal commitment or residual powers author
ity; state that promissory estoppel rep
resents a basis to provide monetary relief; 
argue that the doctrine and sovereign immu
nity is not a defense to Navy liability; and 
take issue with Navy conclusions regarding 
quantum. 

This submission does not provide new facts 
or legal theories to support the claims but 
rather primarily consists of rebuttal argu
ments to conclusions made in the 1992 Navy 
Report. Those rebuttal arguments are dis
cussed below. 

May 1994 Submissions. SWM submitted in 
May 1994 a revised quantum proposal as a 
" resolution" to the claim, seeking a 
$15 ,000,000 cash payment in 1994, to be repaid 
$2,500,000 annually over a six-year period 
(199&-2000) by reducing SWM's depreciation 
cost pool allocated to current/future Navy 
cost contracts.. This submission does not pro
vide new facts or underlying legal theories to 
support the claim. Relative to the 1992 Navy 
Report, SWM's quantum request after dis
cussions with the Navy was $18,600,000 in reli
ance damages for unrecovered depreciation 
and facilities capital cost of money, plus 
profit, from the time of the investment 
through 1987. 

ADD also submitted in May 1994 a revised 
quantum proposal as a "resolution" to the 
claim. ADD and North Florida Shipyards 
(NFS) would form a third company (X Co.) to 
receive a 10 year lease of Navy AFDM 7 at 
NAVSTA Mayport for $1 rent per year, in re
turn for yearly drydock operation/mainte
nance at X Co. expense, and ADFM 7 use 
dedicated to Navy ship repair. Use of AFDM 
7 would be limited to ADD and NFS, which 
would compete for its use for specific Navy 
work. This submission indicates a different 
quantum than previously requested; ADD's 
request addressed in the 1992 Navy Report 
was for $6,900,000 in relia.nce damages. It does 
not provide new facts or underlying legal 
theories to support the claim. 

August 8, 1994, Submission. SWM requested 
that the Navy provide SWM a $15,000,000 pay
ment in 1994 pursuant to P.L. 8&-804 to for
malize an informal commitment or pursuant 
to exercise of residual powers. SWM asserted 
that the Navy should "report to the [appro
priations] committees the amount of relief 
that it views as appropriate, in view of the 
Navy officials' inducement of Southwest's 
facilities investments." A legal memoran
dum provided arguments to support its con
clusion that "relief along the lines proposed 
by Southwest would be an appropriate exer
cise of the Navy's discretion under P.L. 8&-
804, and in particular its discretion to for
malize informal commitments by Navy offi- · 
cials.'' 

This submission contains no new facts or 
underlying legal theories but, expands on the 
May 1994 submission by providing additional 
legal argument that P.L. 8~04 authority is 
available to make the $15,000,000 payment 
and rebuts P .L. 8&-804 statements in the 1992 
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Navy Report. The relief requested is also dif
ferent in quantum and type from that ad
dressed in the 1992 Navy Report. See discus
sion above regarding the May 1994 SWM sub
mission. 

Sepember 2, 1994, Submission. In response 
to an Assistant General Counsel (Research, 
Development & Acquisition) letter of August 
24, 1994, requesting that SWM submit any ad
ditional " facts and information, or theories 
of relief" in support of its request for relief, 
SWM reiterated its request for extraordinary 
contractual relief in the form of a payment 
of $15,000,000 in 1994, with the following con
ditions: SWM will enter into an advance 
agreement providing for repayment by re
duction of the depreciation cost pool allo
cated to SWM's Government contracts by 
$2,500,000 annually for the six-year period 
1995-2000; SWM will reduce remaining long
term debt associated with the capital asset 
expenditures that gave rise to the dispute; 
SWM will provide a written release of any 
further Government liability for this claim. 
Alternatively, the $15,000,000 could be for
given in equal increments over six years. Ac
cording to SWM, because tax obligations re
lating to payment arise in the year of loan 
forgiveness rather than in the year of pay
ment, more of the proceeds of payment 
would be applied to long-term debt reduc
tion. SWM's request, certified in accordance 
with the Contract Disputes Act by Mr. Her
bert Engel, SWM's President, seeks relief 
under P.L. 85-804 based on formalization of 
informal commitments or residual powers. 

The narrative factual background of this 
submission essentially repeats the text in 
the January 29, 1993, submission, with minor 
changes. The discussion of P.L. 85-804 essen
tially repeats the text in the August 8, 1994, 
submission, with additional allegations that 
SWM's financial position is " far worse now 
than it was last April" when the Department 
of Transportation Board of Contract Appeals 
denied SWM's request for extraordinary re
lief; SWM will soon run out of credit and 
that, absent some financial relief, will 
"probably be insolvent within a matter of 
weeks." September 2, 1994, Submission at 40. 
A " 1994 Consolidated Forecast" is also pro
vided. 

V. SPECIFIC CLAIMANT ARGUMENTS AND 
RELEVANT FACTS 

The following summarizes those SWM/ADD 
arguments that take issue with the 1992 
Navy Report as well as sets forth correspond
ing facts and Navy conclusions. (Cites are to 
the January 29, 1993, submission; as the other 
two submissions are repetitive, they are not 
specifically cited.) 

Claimants were denied access to top-level 
Pentagon decision-makers. January 29 Sub
mission at 9-10. 

Facts: The negotiations and analysis of the 
claims undertaken for the 1992 Navy Report 
were handled by the General Counsel of the 
Navy, at the request of the Secretary of the 
Navy, with the exception of certain quantum 
issues when the General Counsel was un
available and the Deputy General Counsel 
(Logistics) acted in his stead. Claimants 
were not denied access to senior Navy deci
sion-makers. 

The process of jointly drafting an 
uncontested statement of facts was arduous 
and unfair. January 29 Submission at 7-9. 

Facts: More important than the length of 
time or difficulty in compiling a statement 
of facts is that the Navy fully considered 
claimants' views on all issues. When ag-ree
ment could not be reached on certain issues, 
the 1992 Navy Report noted the claimants' 
differing views so that Congress would be 
able to consider all sides of the matter. 

The Navy failed to give proper weight to 
sworn statements provided by claimants or 
to obtain sworn statements from relevant 
former Navy officials. 

Facts: Claimants raised this argument, and 
the navy fully considered it, before issuance 
of the Navy 1992 Report. The Navy did not 
(and does not) consider that claimants' dec
larations, even if accepted as entirely accu
rate on their face, provide a factual basis for 
recovery on legal or equitable principles. 
Therefore, there was no need to substantiate 
or refute the facts asserted by claimants. 

In the years following the facilities expan
sion programs, both ADD and SWM failed to 
realize the promised levels of work, which 
result is attributable to the Navy's refusal to 
issue homeport-restricted solicitations. 
SWM and ADD suffered a competitive dis
advantage over other overhaul contractors 
due to the debt incurred by the facilities in
vestments. January 29 Submission at 35. 

Facts: The shipyards were independently 
contemplating facility improvements in the 
1981- 82 period and the investments were 
made after independent market analysis and 
business risk assessment. The investments 
were planned and initiated, in part , before 
Navy representations and, in part, based on 
expected increases in commercial work. The 
improvements resulted in benefits to each 
shipyard: · an increase in Navy ship repair 
business and valuable operating asset im
provements which enabled the shipyards to 
bid on and perform contracts for which they 
would otherwise have been unable to com
pete. From FY 1983--87, total overhaul work 
increased and total dollar volume of ship re
pair business in each homeport increased. 
The shipyards realized profits on most fixed 
priced Navy contracts performed during the 
relevant period. ADD was profitable during 
this time. SWM did not recover $2,600,000 of 
costs of performance. However, there is no 
evidence that this loss was attributable to 
purchase of the drydock. Instead, other fac
tors could have caused the loss, such as 
SWM's loss of its small business size status 
just before its workload started to decrease, 
the general decline of the commercial ship 
repair industry during the period in ques
tion, SWM's decision to purchase a drydock 
with more than twice the capacity necessary 
for the vast majority of Navy homeported 
ships, or SWM inefficiencies in performance. 
SWM represented to its bank when obtaining 
the loan that SWM would lease the drydock 
to competitors when it was not using the 
drydock itself, but has not done so. 

Furthermore, the shipyards do not offer 
any credit for cost recoveries realized under 
Navy fixed price and commercial contracts. 
SWM received over $80,000,000 in Navy pay
ments for fixed price repair work performed 
in FY 1984-87 and asserts that none of this 
$80,000,000 represents recovery of its costs of 
performance. SWM also received over 
$50,000,000 in payments for commercial work 
during this time, but offers no credit for use 
of the drydock or recovery of drydock costs 
from this work. ADD received over $60,000,000 
in Navy payments for fixed price repair work 
performed in FY 1983--87 and asserts that 
none of this $60,000,000 represents recovery of 
its costs of performance. ADD also received 
over $48,000,000 in payments for commercial 
work and non-Navy government work during 
this time and offers no credit for use of the 
marine railway or recovery of marine rail
way cost from such work. 

Additionally, Navy policy is to not grant 
use of government drydock facilities to per
form ship repair contracts if there is ade
quate competition in the homeport between 

private yards with dedicated· access to pri
vately-owned drydocks. This policy has bene
fited the shipyards. For example, in San 
Diego, because there is such competition be
tween SWM and National Shipbuilding and 
Steel Company (NASSCO), the Navy does not 
make available its graving dock to offerors. 
As a result, offerors without dedicated access 
to private drydock facilities are ineligible to 
compete for phased maintenance multi-year/ 
multi-ship solicitations. 

The Navy attributed the decline in over
haul work in Jacksonville and San Diego to 
the trend to perform shorter repairs rather 
than overhauls, but the examples cited by 
the Navy do not prove that there was an in
adequate supply of overhauls work for the 
Navy to honor its representatives. January 
29 Submission at 33--41. 

Facts: The Navy 1992 Report identified 
other trends in ship maintenance that " af
fected Navy ship repair planning(]" and that 
led to a decrease in the percentage of over
hauls solicited only in the homeport. In par
ticular, more complex ships meant that the 
length of time ·to perform an overhaul in
creased. Therefore. to maintain fleet oper
ational requirements, a greater number of 
SRAs vice overhauls were scheduled. The 
Navy describes these trends as part of the 
factual background to the claims and does 
not argue that the increasing preference for 
SRAs somehow gave an excuse to not "honor 
its representations." 

The Navy's correlation between SWM's 
loss of its small business size status and a 
subsequent loss of revenue does not take into 
account that, during " large parts" of FY 
1984, SWM's facilities were unavailable for 
Navy work because the company was in the 
process of installing and testing its new dry
dock and SWM "expected some disruption of 
normal operations," and the new drydock 
changed SWM's business from primarily top
side work and small drydock availabilities to 
larger jobs beyond the capacity of most 
small businesses. January 29 Submission at 
42-43. 

Facts: SWM lost its small business size 
status in December 1983, causing a signifi
cant loss of business because of an inability 
to bid on ·the many small business set-asides 
offered in the homeport. SWM had ranked 
first or second in Navy homeport repair busi
ness in FYs 1981, 1982, and 1983, but fell to 
fourth in FY 1984 and fell further to eighth in 
FY 1985 before beginning to recover in FYs 
1986 and 1987. The Navy noted in its Report, 
the SWM rebuttal to this issue-specifically, 
that SWM in a November 25, 1991, letter as
serted that it expected a decline in its FY 
1984 business volume due to installation and 
testing of the drydock which is inconsistent 
with an earlier SWM statement that it is en
titled to the award of numerous FY 1984 re
pair availabilities. Finally, where the new 
drydock gave SWM the capacity to perform 
larger jobs, the choice was with SWM to con
tinue bidding on set-asides if it so desired; 
the loss of its size status took that choice 
away from SWM. 

Contrary to the Navy's position, Congress 
should not be blamed for the change in 
homeport policy, because Congressional lan
guage on homeport policy only established 
"short-term, expedient measures designed to 
alleviate problems experienced by non-home 
port yards during a recession ." The Navy 
must take responsibility for its role in re
versing the homeport policy; the Navy had a 
"disposition toward the elimination of all 
homeport restrictions on overhaul solicita
tions" and never advised Congress of the 
SWM or ADD facility investments made in 
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reliance on Navy representations. January 
Submission at 43-47. 

Facts: See discussion above of homeport 
policy. In addition to direction to terminate 
the policy for reserving one-third of over
hauls to the homeport in the Conference Re
port on the FY 1985 Continuing Appropria
tions Acts, the Conference Report for the FY 
1984 DoD Appropriations Act added five addi
tional overhauls, above the number included 
in the President's budget, to be awarded to 
private shipyards-two to be competed on 
the West Coast and three to be competed on 
the East Coast. The Navy 1992 Report notes 
SWM arguments similar to those in the Jan
uary 29, 1993, submission and finds that there 
is no evidence to support that the Navy was, 
off the record, advocating to Congress that 
the homeport policy should be abandoned. 
Also, Congress was aware of Navy public 
statements regarding the need for additional 
drydock facilities in San Diego and Jackson
ville at the time Congress directed relaxing 
the homeport policy. Members of the Florida 
and California Delegations were aware of 
those statements and actively participated 
in conveying many of them to constituents. 
In October 1984, Congress directed abandon
ment of the policy to restrict one-third of 
the homeport overhaul contracts to the 
homeport, and the Navy thereafter imple
mented that direction. 

The principles of statutory construction 
dictate that Sec. 122 be interpreted to recog
nize Government legal liability for the 
claim. The words "if any" in the statute 
mean that Congress made no determination 
as to quantum of damages; Congressional in
terpretations of Sec. 122 after its enactment 
are relevant. Furthermore, Sec. 122 is like a 
Congressional reference case where the Court 
of Claims has previously ruled that equity 
demands compensation. January 29 Submis
sion at 58-69. 

Facts: These arguments were fully ad
dressed in the Navy 1992 Report. Sec. 122 pro
vides, in pertinent part, that " [t]he Sec
retary of the Navy shall enter into negotia
tions * * * to determine what liability (if 
any) the United States has for damages suf
fered by such a shipyard * * *. " After the 
Navy originally denied the claim in 1990, 
Congress, in again addressing the matter, did 
not direct entitlement, but rather reconsid
eration of the claims. Conference Report ac
companying the FY 1990 DoD Authorization 
Act. In the Conference Report for the FY 1994 
DoD Authorization Act, Congress again only 
directed reconsideration-not entitlement. 
Special reference cases are generally enacted 
either to waive a Government affirmative 
defense or to provide an admission of liabil
ity by the Government, leaving to the courts 
the factual and legal questions relating to 
damages. These cases are strictly construed, 
and a Congressional confession of liability 
must be clearly expressed. Sec. 122 and its 
progeny have no expression of liability and is 
not a Congressional reference case. Post-en
actment interpretations by Members of Con
gress are given legal effect only where not 
inconsistent with the statute and legislative 
history. 

The Navy's conclusion that the Secretary 
will not exercise residual powers under P.L. 
85-804 because such action is not "necessary 
and appropriate" or would not "facilitate 
the national defense" runs counter to the 
record, Sec. 122, and the post-enactment Con
gressional letters of clarification. P.L. 85-804 
is authority for the Navy to provide equi
table relief on the basis of formalization of 
informal commitments or residual powers 
authority. Federal Acquisition Regulation 
(FAR) 50.302-3 and FAR 50.401, respectively. 

Facts: The Navy in 1992 denied relief under 
P.L. 85-804 on both formalization of informal 
commitment and residual powers grounds 
based on the facts . The Navy did (and does) 
recognize that the residual powers authority 
could be utilized but was (and is) not appro
priate on the facts of the case . Both ship
yards were never precluded from ship repair 
competitions; the facility improvements en
hanced the ability to receive future Govern
ment contracts; and the shipyards received 
benefits from the capital improvements, in
cluding an increase in Navy ship repair 
work. Regarding the requirement to deter
mine that granting relief will facilitate the 
national defense, the Navy found no evidence 
that the shipyards' continued viability was 
endangered. See also discussion below. 

Although claimants now concede that they 
could not prevail if they sued the Govern
ment in the Court of Federal Claims on a 
claim of promissory estoppel, they assert 
that all elements of promissory estoppel es
sentially are present which " indicates why 
Congress felt a moral or honorable obliga
tion to compensate the shipyards." Sec. 122 
permits application of the "tenets of promis
sory estoppel to the matter." January 29 
Submission at 74-75. 

Facts: Statements by Navy representatives 
were opinions and predictions that an in
crease in homeport drydocking capability 
would increase the amount of Navy ship re
pair work which could be solicited within the 
homeport. The statements were reasonable 
predictions about future Navy ship repair 
business and expressed legitimate goals for 
enhanced competition and a stronger na
tional industrial mobilization base. While 
the Navy desired and encouraged facility im
provements in the two homeports, it dis
avowed any guarantees that future work 
would follow (and in fact expressly rejected 
making guarantees of work prior to the in
vestments being made) and did not unfairly 
induce these investments. The Navy also did 
not urge specific improvements which were 
rather chosen by the shipyards. 

There is no evidence that the Navy misled 
the shipyards by misrepresenting or conceal
ing material facts. When the Navy state
ments were made, they were accurate and 
reasonable in light of the expanding 600-ship 
Navy and existing policy, and the Navy in 
1981-82 did not know Congress would later di
rect changes in the homeport policy or that 
other later changes in policy would occur to 
reflect changing requirements. Navy officials 
never promised specific contracts or a spe
cific amount of future repair work. The Navy 
representations were too indefinite and un
certain to support a claim of promissory es
toppel. The record also shows that others 
(e.g., the Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce 
Ship Repair Facility Task Force) made rep
resentations and inducements to encourage 
homeport investment. 

These shipyards were aware that Govern
ment policies affecting contractors are sub
ject to change and, to the extent that they 
based their business decisions on certain ex
isting Navy policies, they assumed the busi
ness risks that those policies could change. 

Sec. 122 effectively waives sovereign immu
nity. The analogy of Congressional reference 
cases applies because Sec. 122 must be inter
preted as a determination of liability. Janu
ary 29 Submission at 76-78. 

Facts: The Navy changes in homeport, 
master ship repair, and multi-ship policies 
were actions taken by the Government in its 
sovereign capacity. They were actions with a 
public and general application that affected 
all Navy ship repair contractors, all Navy 

ships, and ships' crews and their families, 
among others. These actions were not di
rected at SWM and ADD. The Government is 
immune from liability for its &overeign acts. 
The arguments regarding interpretation of 
Sec. 122 and the applicability of Congres
sional reference cases were found legally 
unpersuasive in other sections of the Navy 
Report . Furthermore, the case law on ref
erence cases requires that the Government 
be guilty of wrongful or negligent acts in 
order to have liability on broad equity 
grounds. There is no evidence that the Navy 
acted wrongfully or negligently in making 
any representations or in changing contract 
or homeport policies. 

Claimants repeat their disagreement with 
the Navy on various quantum issues-e.g ., 
what facility investments can be considered 
" drydocking capacity" investments; propri
ety of ADD's inclusion of facilities capital 
cost of money; propriety of claimants' inclu
sion of imputed profit; and propriety of 
ADD's application of a discount to proposed 
change order prices. Claimants state that 
they did not recover investment costs from 
the fixed price contracts awarded in the 
claim period because, in order to win com
petitions, they could not raise prices to a 
level that would result in cost recovery for 
facility investments. January 29 Submission 
at 97-112. 

Facts: Claimants have not presented any 
evidence to demonstrate that any alleged un
recovered facility investment costs are at
tributable to decreased levels of work com
peted in the homeport or to below-cost bids 
for fixed price ship repair contracts rather 
than other causes (such as inefficiencies). 
Furthermore, each shipyard realized in
creased Navy work after the facility invest
ments. From FY 1983-87, the dollar volume of 
Navy ship repair business in Jacksonville 
doubled and ADD experienced a significant 
increase in Navy work following the invest
ment. From FY 1983-87, San Diego Navy ship 
repair business increased substantially. 
SWM Navy work significantly increased in 
FY 1987 and after. Prior to FY 1987, SWM 
sales did not increase due, in large part, to 
SWM's loss of small business status in Feb
ruary 1984. The damages suffered are highly 
speculative. ADD/SWM have not acknowl
edged any recovery of investment costs in 
$60,000,000 and $80,000,000, respectively, of 
fixed price Navy and commercial ship repair 
work in the claim period. The companies 
may have already recovered more than the 
booked depreciation costs of the invest
ments. During the October 24, 1994, meeting 
with ASN(RDA), both claimants admitted 
that they have been profitable for the last 
few years, with the exception of loss years in 
1993 and 1994 for SWM. 

VI. REEXAMINATION SUMMARIZED 

In its 1993 and 1994 submissions, SWM/ADD 
did not submit any new facts, issues, legal 
theories, or supporting documentation relat
ing to Navy actions during the relevant 
claim period that were not analyzed as part 
of the 1992 Navy Report. Also, SWM's P.L. 
85-804 request at that time was the same as 
the present request-formalization of an in
formal commitment or residual powers. The 
only new data submitted relates to SWM's 
P.L. 85-804 request for payment of 
$15,000,000-specifically, data on its current 
financial position and its 1993/94 ship repair 
workload. The 1992 Report fully and com
pletely documented the facts, substantive 
differences of opinion between the parties, 
legal and equitable issues and analysis, in
cluding supporting documentation. The 
Navy's 1992 Report fully analyzed claimants' 
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claim on legal entitlement and on certain 
equitable or " fairness" theories: P.L. 85-804, 
broad moral responsibility, equitable estop
pel, and promissory estoppel. The Navy can
not find a basis to reach conclusions dif
ferent from those in the 1992 Navy Report. 

Based on the Navy's independent review of 
the record-that existing for the 1992 Navy 
Report and all additional information sub
mitted after the 1992 Navy Report-the Navy 
finds no legal entitlement for the claims and 
no reason to grant relief to the claimants 
based on fairness. 

VII. P.L. 85--804 

As mentioned above, SWM has requested 
payment of $15,000,000 to allow SWM "to re
duce the long-term debt resulting from its 
facilities investment, which is contributing 
to its current serious cash flow problems," 
September 2 Submission at 4-5, pursuant to 
P.L. 85-804 (formalization of an informal 
commitment or residual powers). 

Formalization of an Informal Commit
ment. FAR 50.302-3 provides: Under certain 
circumstances. informal commitments may 
be formalized to permit payment to persons 
who have taken action without a formal con
tract; for example, when a person, respond
ing to an agency official's written or oral in
structions and relying in good faith upon the 
official 's apparent authority to issue them, 
has furnished or arranged to furnish supplies 
or services to the agency. or to a defense 
contractor or subcontractor, without formal 
contractual coverage. Formalizing commit
ments under such circumstances normally 
will facilitate the national defense by assur
ing such persons that they will be treated 
fairly and paid expeditiously. 

No informal commitment shall be formal
ized unless the contractor submits a written 
request for payment within six months after 
furnishing, or arranging to furnish. supplies 
or services in reliance upon the commitment 
and the approving authority finds that, at 
the time the commitment was made, it was 
impracticable to use normal contracting pro
cedures. FAR 50.203(d) . 

The 1992 Navy Report determined that 
these two conditions were absent. The Re
port stated that the facts ··do not involve an 
urgency, emergency or other situation that 
precluded use of normal procurement proce
dures" (at 64) and that SWM and ADD sub
mitted their request for relief years after the 
investments and changes to Navy policies (at 
95). 

SWM argues that it would be unfair to hold 
it to the six month period because it believed 
that payment for facilities investments 
would occur in the future by being awarded 
additional contracts pursuant to the home
port and other policies. Only years later did 
SWM realize such contracts were not going 
to be awarded. However, the Navy does not 
have authority to waive this regulatory limi
tation or allow the six months to run from 
when SWM knew, or should have known, 
that the facts upon which it relied had 
changed. In any case, SWM knew years be
fore 1987, when it first submitted its claim, 
that the ship repair policies had substan
tially changed. Therefore, there is no basis 
to find that SWM acted promptly under any 
reasonable standard. 

Regarding the impracticability of normal 
contract procedures, SWM argues that the 
Navy does not normally contract for private 
shipyards' facilities improvements and there 
is no requirement to find an emergency or 
other urgent situation. However, FAR 
50.203(d)(2) requires that the agency must 
make a finding that, at the time the com
mitment was made, it was "impracticable to 

use normal contracting procedures." The 
subject matter of the informal commitment 
in question (e.g., private facility invest
ments) is irrelevant to this regulatory limi
tation on formalization of informal commit
ments. While there is no specific regulatory 
requirement to find an emergency or other 
urgent situation, such time-sensitive situa
tions are typical examples that can justify 
the impracticability of going through the 
often lengthy steps required to award a con
tract. 

Residual Powers. Residual powers to enter 
into, amend, or modify a contract, or indem
nify a contractor for unusually hazardous or 
nuclear risks, may be used " when necessary 
and appropriate, all circumstances consid
ered." FAR 50.401. 

The 1992 Navy Report found that the cir
cumstances of this case did not warrant find
ing that extraordinary contractual relief was 
necessary and appropriate or that such relief 
would facilitate the national defense. The 
Report found that there was no liability on a 
theory of promissory estoppel because Navy 
representations were too vague and uncer
tain, were merely projections of anticipated 
future work in the homeports, and never 
promised specific contracts or guaranteed 
additional work. There was no liability 
under an equitable estoppel theory because 
the Navy did not mislead the claimants by 
misrepresentations or by concealing mate
rial facts. Navy representations in the na
ture of predictions of future homeport work
load were reasonable and true, at the time, 
based on existing policies, and the claimants' 
investments resulted in valuable capital im
provements that led to additional ship repair 
work. Finally, the Report found that there 
was no basis for relief on a theory of broad 
moral responsibility because there was no 
wrongful or negligent Government conduct. 

The only new circumstances presented by 
SWM in its new submissions is its alleged 
cash flow problems, i.e., that it will soon run 
out of credit; absent relief, SWM will prob
ably be insolvent within ' ·a matter of 
weeks"; and insolvency may impact SWM's 
ability to complete Government contracts 
and ' ·may require drastic actions to protect 
the company's assets." September 2, 1994, 
Submission at 40-41. In support of its finan
cial situation, SWM submitted a " 1994 Con
solidated Forecast" (Attachment 19), " Pro
jected Impact of $15,000,000 Relief Payment 
on Cash Flows For the Period 1994-1997" (At
tachment 52), and a Port of San Diego break
down of workload from October 1, 1992, to 
September 30, 1993, (Attachment 49). 

SWM states that its financial position is 
•·far worse" than last April when its P.L. 85-
804 request for losses under four Maritime 
Administration CMARAD) contracts was de
nied by the Department of Transportation 
Contract Adjustment Board (DOTCAB). 
SWM's request to DOTCAB was for a 
$5,500,000 amendment without consideration, 
on the basis that it may lose sufficient work
ing capital and have to cease operation be
fore it can process its claims pursuant to the 
Contract Disputes Act. 

DOTCAB solicited the positions of affected 
agencies regarding SWM's essentiality to the 
national defense and whether granting relief 
would facilitate the national defense. The 
Coast Guard responded that SWM was not es
sential and its continued viability would not 
facilitate the national defense. MARAD re
sponded in the negative to both issues. The 
Navy stated that it cannot conclude that 
SWM is essential to the national defense 
and: 

The company provides a significant source 
of competition for depot level availabilities 

that require drydocking of Navy ships 
homeported in San Diego. The loss of South
west Marine's drydocking capability could 
have an adverse effect on Navy ships 
homeported in San Diego from a cost and 
time standpoint as well as on the quality of 
life for the ships' crews and their families. 

The Navy is mindful that "(w)hether ap
propriate [extraordinary relief) action will 
facilitate the national defense is a judgment 
to be made on the basis of all the facts of the 
case. " As we are not in possession of all per
tinent facts and, equally important, because 
the matter is before the Maritime Adminis
tration and not the Navy, we offer no com
ment as to the advisability of granting 
Southwest Marine's request. 

DOTCAB interpreted the Navy's letter as 
withholding an opinion on the question of 
whether granting relief (versus the contin
ued viability of SWM) would facilitate the 
national defense; conveying that SWM is not 
essential to the national defense; and stating 
that the continued viability of SWM does aid 
and assist (i.e., facilitate) the national de
fense, because avoiding the adverse impact 
identified makes the Navy's tasks easier. 

DOTCAB, in analyzing whether granting or 
withholding relief will affect SWM's ability 
to continue operations, found that SWM's 
actions have impaired its financial situation. 
SWM paid bonuses in 1993 to senior execu
tives who, as a group, represented the four 
major stockholders (while aware of substan
tial losses being incurred under the MARAD 
contracts) and wrote off almost $5,000,000 in 
loans made to subsidiaries, both of which 
contributed to losses leading to default of 
the credit agreement with Wells Fargo Bank. 
SWM made a loan of $5,000,000 to its Chief 
Executive Officer for personal investment in 
another business, obtaining the funds in a 
transaction with its bank secured by SWM 
property-an impairment of SWM's ability 
to borrow further against its assets. 

DOTCAB concluded that SWM was not es
sential to the national defense; that granting 
relief under P.L. 85-804 at that time would 
not facilitate the national defense; that 
SWM did suffer losses under the four 
MARAD contracts (although there is no find
ing as to the cause of the losses); and that it 
does not find that relief under the Contract 
Disputes Act is unavailable in sufficient 
time to continue SWM's viability. 

Facilitation of National Defense. A pre
requisite to granting relief under P.L. 85-804, 
including the use of residual powers. is the 
agency's determination that granting relief 
will facilitate the national defense . FAR 
50.301 provides that "[w)hether appropriate 
action will facilitate the national defense is 
a judgment to be made on the basis of all of 
the facts of the case." Therefore, it is appro
priate to consider the impact on the Navy if 
SWM's operations were to cease due to finan
cial difficulties. 

Uniqueness or Essentiality of SWM's Capa
bilities. Based on Navy projections of ship 
repair requirements in San Diego through 
the year 2000, the Navy needs at least two 
drydocks and sufficient pier space to conduct 
up to 12 depot maintenance availabilities at 
any one time. NASSCO and SWM are the 
only two private shipyards in San Diego that 
have the capability to drydock all Navy 
ships, with the exception of the largest (CVS/ 
LHA/LHDs). If SWM were to go out of busi
ness, the Navy would be able to meet the 
foregoing facility requirements in San 
Diego. The drydocking facilities of NASSCO 
and the Navy in San Diego are adequate to 
meet Navy projected repair requirements. 
NASSCO has a Navy-certified floating dry
dock (20,750 LT capacity). The Navy has the 
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Naval Station graving dock (33,000 LT) and 
the Steadfast floating drydock (9,700 LT). In 
addition to this drydock capacity, four other 
contractors (apart from NASSCO and SWM) 
hold Master Ship Repair Agreements 
(MSRA) and three contractors hold Agree
ments for Boat Repair (ABR). Therefore, the 
continued viability of SWM as a ship repair 
company in San Diego is not essential for 
Navy operations or for industrial mobiliza
tion considerations. 

Consequences if SWM Goes out of Business. 
If SWM were to cease operations, the Navy 
would lose the services of a ship repair firm 
with good facilities and performance record. 
The quality of SWM's piers and Navy-cer
tified drydock is good. SWM's performance 
record, both past and current performance, 
on Navy ship repair contracts has been good. 
SWM is the San Diego shipyard with the 
most experience on AEGIS cruisers and de
stroyers. Unlike NASSCO, whose primary 
focus is on ship construction, SWM devotes 
its business to ship maintenance and mod
ernization. Other examples of its experience 
include a successful completion of a major 
cruiser New Threat Upgrade, selection to 
support the USS John Paul Jones (DDG 53) 
shock trials, and award of the major amphib
ious ship (LPD/LSD) phased maintenance 
contracts in San Diego for the past five 
years. 

Other effects should SWM cease operations 
include a decrease in competition and facili
ties available to perform homeport mainte
nance . There would remain only one private 
shipyard (NASSCO) with its own Navy-cer
tified drydock capable of drydocking most 
Navy ships homeported in San Diego. Fur
thermore, if SWM's certified drydock were 
no longer available, the drydock capacity in 
San Diego would be significantly reduced. 
The Navy would have to award certain work 
sole source to NASSCO, if justifiable on a 
case by case basis; make the Navy's drydock 
or pier facilities available for purposes of 
achieving competition; or expand the solici
tation area to include more distant facili
ties. The capacity of Government drydocks 
in San Diego is limited and making them 
available for competition would reduce their 
availability for emergent voyage repairs. Ex
panding the solicitation area could lead to 
contracts outside the homeport, with attend
ant costs of moving the ship and crew and 
negative affect on personnel quality of life. 
This could also cause a violation of Person
nel Tempo (PERSTEMPO) Program Turn
Around-Ratio criteria, which could disrupt 
operations. 

The following ships are, or soon will be, 
undergoing maintenance availabilities at 
SWM: 
Contract No., ship, and completion date 

N00024-8g_C-8507. Denver (LPD-9), 10/28/94. 
N00024-8g_C-8507, Duluth (LPD-6), 1106/95. 
N00024-94-C-0057, John Young (DD-973), 121 

16/94. 
N62791-9~103, LCM's (3), 10114194. 
N62791-94-C-0108, Peleliu (LHA-5) 1, 12109/94. 
N00024-92-C-2802, John Paul Jones (DDG-53), 

11/14194. 
N62387-93--C-3001, San Jose (T-AFS-7), 11/01/ 

94; Curtis Wilbur (DDG-54), 12119/94; Fort 
McHenry (LSD-43), 4121195; Rushmore (LSD-
47), 4121/95; Cleveland 4128195. 

1 The U .S.S. Peleliu is located at a Navy pier. 

If SWM were to file for protection under 
Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code, work on 
these ships would be affected and operating 
schedules delayed. The work would be de
layed until the Bankruptcy Court approved 
either an assumption of these contracts by 
SWM or Navy terminating the contracts. Al-

though there would be delay and perhaps ad
ditional cost in completing these contracts, 
the negative impact on Navy operations 
could be accommodated. 

Therefore, as concluded in the Navy re
sponse to DOTCAB (a conclusion that re
mains valid), "loss of [SWM's] drydocking 
capability couid have an adverse effect on 
Navy ships homeported in San Diego from a 
cost and time standpoint as well as on the 
quality of life for the ships' crews and their 
families. ' ' 

SWM Viability . SWM has not dem
onstrated that it cannot obtain further lines 
of credit to support its cash flow require
ments. There is no substantiation that SWM 
will cease operations any time soon. SWM 
merely stated that it "will probably be insol
vent." 

DCAA Audit Report No. 4221-94J17600001 of 
January 26, 1994, which analyzed SWM's fi
nancial condition in relation to its P.L. 85-
804 request before MARAD, found "no ad
verse financial conditions which would pre
clude SWM from performing on its govern
ment contracts. Our audit disclosed rel
atively insignificant financial distress, and 
no indications of significant long-term prob
lems." A basis for this opinion included au
dited 1994 business volume forecasts and pro
jected cash flow resulting from this business 
volume. An updated financial capability 
audit of SWM, DCAA Audit Report No. 4151-
94J17600007 of November 1, 1994, discloses "no 
adverse financial conditions which would 
preclude it [SWMJ from performing on its 
government contracts," and " relatively in
significant" financial distress with no " indi
cations of significant long-term problems." 
Regarding SWM's line of credit, SWM en
tered into an amended loan agreement with 
Wells Fargo Bank in June 1994. Although 
SWM may now be noncomplaint with the 
amended loan agreement's covenants on 
profitability and cash flow coverage, the 
bank has indicated that it will probably re
structure the loan agreement. Accordingly, 
the audit concludes that SWM has dem
onstrated that it can work with the bank in 
resolving its needs. 

Moreover, even if SWM's allegations of fi
nancial straits were accurate, granting the 
requested $15,000,000 relief would not nec
essarily result in SWM remaining a viable 
entity in San Diego. There is no evidence 
demonstrating that the amount and type of 
relief requested will satisfactorily resolve 
the alleged cash flow problems. There is no 
evidence to demonstrate that the amount re
quested related to SWM's financial viability. 
SWM has provided no explanation of the 
basis for requesting the $15,000,000 amount, 
i.e., how was it calculated? Nor is there any 
guarantee that SWM will not continue cer
tain actions that DOTCAB found to have at 
least partly caused SWM's financial difficul
ties, such as granting bonuses to stockhold
ers and writing off loans to subsidiaries. 

Conclusion Regarding P.L. 85-804. Based on 
all of the foregoing considerations, it is not 
considered necessary to make a finding re
garding " facilitation of the national de
fense," and, although SWM's operations in 
San Diego are beneficial to the Navy, the 
Navy cannot find that granting the re
quested P.L. 85-804 relief to SWM is appro
priate in this case . 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

the Navy finds no legal entitlement for the 
SWM/ADD claims and no reason to grant re
lief to the claimants based on fairness. More
over, the Navy cannot find that granting the 
requested P .L. 85-804 relief to SWM is appro
priate in this case. 

Contingent Liabilities: Provisions to in
demnify contractors against liabilities be
cause of claims for death, injury, or property 
damage arising from nuclear radiation, use 
of high energy propellants, or other risks not 
covered by the Contractor's insurance pro
gram were included in these contracts; the 
potential cost of the liabilities can not be es
timated since the liability to the United 
States Government, if any, will depend upon 
the occurrence of an incident as described in 
the indemnification clause. Items procured 
are generally those associated with nuclear
powered vessels, nuclear armed missiles, ex
perimental work with nuclear energy, han
dling of explosives, or performance in haz
ardous areas. 

Contractor: 

Hercules, Inc .................................. . 
Rockwell International Corp ........ .. 
Interstate Electronics Corp ........... . 
Unisys Systems Corporation ......... . 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation 
Honeywell Incorporated .............. . .. 
Lockheed Missiles & Space Co., Inc 
Raytheon Company ...................... .. 
Kearfott Guidance & Navigation .. .. 
Hughes Aircraft Company ...... ...... .. 
Martin Marietta Defense Systems .. 
General Dynamics Corps., Electric 

Boat Division .................. ....... .... .. 
Newport News Shipbuilding and 

Drydock Co ................................. . 
Hughes Missile Systems Company .. 

Total ........................................... . 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Contractor: Various. 

Number 
1 
2 
1 
1 
4 
2 
3 
4 
4 
4 
8 

3 

3 
1 

41 

Type of action: Contingent Liability. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: The 

amount the Contractors will be indemnified 
by the Government can not be predicted but 
could entail millions of dollars. 

Service and activity: Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet (CRAF). 

Description of product or service: FY 1994 
Annual Airlift Contracts. 

Reference: "Definitions of Unusually Haz
ardous Risks Applicable to CRAF FY 1994 
and FY 1995 annual airlift Contracts" are de
scribed on pages 50 and 51. 

Background: Twenty-six contractors have 
requested indemnification under P .L. 85-804, 
as implemented by Executive Order 10789, for 
the unusually hazardous risks (as defined) 
involved in providing airlift services for 
CRAF missions (as defined). In addition, Air 
Mobility Command (AMC) has requested in
demnification for subsequently identified 
contractors and subcontractors who conduct 
or support the conduct of CRAF mission. The 
contractors for which indemnification is re
quested are those to be awarded as a result 
of Solicitation F11626-92-R0030 and future 
contracts to support CRAF missions, which 
are awarded prior to September 30, 1994. The 
26 contractors requesting indemnification 
are listed below: 

CONTRACTORS TO BE INDEMNIFIED AND 
PROPOSED CONTRACT NUMBER 

Air Transport International (ATN), F11626-
93--D0037. 

American Int'l Airways (CKS), F11626-93-
D0038. 

American Trans Air (ATA), F11626-93--
D0035. 

Arrow Air (ARW), F11626-93--D0039. 
AV Atlantic (AV A), F11626-93--D0040. 
Buffalo Airways (BV A), F11626-93--D0041. 
Continental Airlines (COA), F11626-93--

D0042. 
Delta Air Lines (DAL), F11626-93--D0043. 
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DHL Airways (DHL), Fll626-93-D0044. 
Emery Worldwide (EWW), Fll626-93-D0036. 
Evergreen International (EIA), Fll626-93-

D0036. 
Federal Express (FDX), Fll626-93-D0035. 
Hawaiian Airlines (HAL), Fll626-93-D0045. 
Int'l Charter Xpress (!XX), Fll626-93-D0046. 
Miami Air (MYW), Fll626-93-D0047. 
Northwest Airlines (NWA). Fll626-93-D0035. 
Private Jet (PVJ), Fll626-93-D0048. 
Rich International (RIA) , Fll626-93-D0036. 
Southern Air Transport (SAT), Fll626-93-

D0035. 
Sun Country Airlines (SCX), Fll626-93-

D0036. 
Tower Air (TWR) , Fll626-93-D0051. 
Trans World Airlines (TWA) , Fll626-93-

D0050. 
United Parcel Service (UPS), F11626-93-

D0051. 
US Air (USA), Fll626-93-D0052. 
World Airways (WOA), Fll626-93-D0036. 
Zantop International (ZIA), Fll626-93-

D0053. 
Note: The same contract number may ap

pear for more than one company because in 
some cases the companies are providing serv
ices under a joint venture arrangement. 

Desert Shield/Storm showed that air car
riers providing airlift services during contin
gencies and war require indemnification. In
surance policy war risk exclusions, or exclu
sions due to activation of CRAF, left many 
carriers uninsured- exposing them to unac
ceptable levels of risk. Waiting until a con
tingency occurs to process an indemnifica
tion request could result in delaying critical 
airlift missions. Contractors need to under
stand up front that risks will be covered by 
indemnification and how the coverage will 
be put in place once a contingency is de
clared. 

Justification: The specific risks to be in
demnified are identified in the applicable 
definitions. The Government will not incur a 
contingency liability as an immediate direct 
result of this advance indemnification ap
proval ; however, if the air carriers suffer 
losses or damages, exclusive of losses or 
damages that are within the air carriers' in
surance deductible limits are not com
pensated by the contractors' insurance, the 
contractors will be indemnified by the Gov
ernment. The amount of this indemnifica
tion can not be predicted, but could entail 
millions of dollars. 

All of the 26 contractors are approved DoD 
carriers and, therefore , considered to have 
adequate, existing, and ongoing safety pro
grams. Moreover, AMC has specific proce
dures for determining that a contractor is 
complying with government safety require
ments. Also, the contracting officer has de
termined that the contractors maintain li
ability insurance in amounts considered to 
be prudent in the ordinary course of business 
within the industry. Specifically, each con
tractor has certified that its coverage satis
fies the minimum level of liability insurance 
required by the Government. Finally, all 
contractors are required to obtain war haz
ard insurance available under Title XIII of 
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 for hull and 
liability war risk. All but one contractor has 
obtained this coverage with the Federal 
Aviation Agency. The remaining firm will 
obtain it before receiving an Air Force CRAF 
contract. Additional contractors and sub
contractors that conduct or support the con
duct of CRAF missions may be indemnified 
only if they request indemnification, accept 
the same definition of unusually hazardous 
risks as identified, and meet the same safety 
and insurance requirements as the 26 con
tractors currently seeking indemnification. 

Without indemnification, airlift operations 
to support contingencies or wars might be 
jeopardized to the detriment of the national 
defense , due to the non-availability to the 
air carriers of adequate commercial insur
ance covering risks of an unusually hazard
ous nature arising out of airlift services for 
CRAF missions. Aviation insurance is avail
able under Title XIII for air carriers, but this 
aviation insurance, together with available 
commercial insurance, does not cover all 
risks which might arise during CRAF mis
sions. Accordingly, it is found that incor
porating the indemnification clause in cur
rent and future contracts for airlift services 
for CRAF missions would facilitate the na
tional defense . 

Decision: Under authority of P.L. 85-804 
and Executive Order 10789, as amended, the 
request was approved on June 2, 1994, to in
demnify the 26 air carriers listed above and 
other yet to be identified air carriers provid
ing airlift services in support of CRAF mis
sions for the unusually hazardous riskl:i as 
defined. Indemnification under this author
ization shall be affected by including the 
clause in FAR 52.250-1, entitled " Indem
nification Under P.L. 85-804 (Apr 1984)," in 
the contracts for these services. This ap
proval is contingent upon the air carriers 
complying with all applicable government 
safety requirements and maintaining insur
ance coverage as detailed above . The AMC 
Commander will inform the Secretary of the 
Air Force immediately upon each implemen
tation of the indemnification clause. 

Approval was also granted to indemnify 
subcontractors that request indemnification, 
with respect to those risks as defined. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, HEAD-
QUARTERS AIR MOBILITY COMMAND MEMORAN
DUM DA TED OCTOBER 11, 1994 

Findings: By Memorandum of Decision 
dated June 2, 1994, SAF granted indemnifica
tion to contractors for unusually hazardous 
risks involved in providing airlift support for 
CRAF missions. A CRAF mission means air
lift services ordered pursuant to CRAF acti
vation or directed by Commander AMC for 
missions that are deemed to be substantially 
similar to, or in lieu of, those ordered under 
CRAF activation. 

Contracted civil air missions in support of 
possible military operations in Haiti could 
expose contractors to unusually hazardous 
risks, specifically war risks, because of the 
hostile environment they will encounter. 
AMC is requesting the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration (FAA) to provide Title XIII in
surance for contractors flying missions in 
support of potential Haiti operations. Based 
on experience with past contingencies, AMC/ 
DOF advises that commercial insurance may 
not be available at reasonable rates. Consist
ent with the SAF approval, indemnification 
will apply to the extent that the risks are 
not covered by Title XIII insurance or other 
insurance. Participation of civil air carriers 

· is essential to successful completion of the 
mission. Contractors can not be expected to 
absorb the liability for loss that could arise 
while performing operations in Haiti. With
out indemnification, the ability to support 
the airlift mission will be jeopardized. 

Determination: On September 14, 1994, it 
was determined that missions in support of 
possible military operations in Haiti will be 
in lieu of CRAF activation and that indem
nification under P.L. 85-804 is necessary to 
protect contractors against unusually haz
ardous risks associated with such missions. 

AIR MOBILITY COMMAND DETERMINATION SUP
PORTING INDEMNIFICATION UNDER PUBLIC 
LAW 85-804 

Memorandum for SAF/OS dated October 11 , 
1994, from AMC/CC, subject: Indemnification 
of Contractors and Subcontractors for Un
usually Hazardous Risks Involved in Provid
ing Airlift Support for Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet (CRAF) Missions. (SAF Memorandum 
of Decision, June 2, 1994). 

As the June 2, 1994, memorandum requires. 
on October 11, 1994, AMC/CC provided notice 
of implementation of the indemnification 
clause for civil air missions supporting mili
tary operations in Haiti. The AMC staff pro
vided verbal notice to SAF/AQCO during the 
week of September 12, 1994. The clause was 
implemented only after air carriers re
quested indemnification, and after it was de
termined these missions would be in lieu of 
CRAF activation and would require indem
nification to protect carriers against unusu
ally hazardous risks as defined in the June 2, 
1994, memorandum. The indemnified mis
sions began September 19, 1994. 

AMC has implemented the indemnification 
clause for five contractors. Four of them 
(American Trans Air, Tower Air, World Air
ways, and Sun Country Airlines) are on the 
original list of 26 air carriers approved in the 
June 2, 1994, memorandum. Three additional 
contractors (Express One, US Air Shuttle, 
and North American Airlines) received FY 
1994 contracts containing the indemnifica
tion clause . The indemnification clause was 
implemented for one of them-North Amer
ican Airlines. 

Contractor : Various. 
Type of action: Contingent Liability . 
Actual or estimated potential cost: The 

amount the Contractors will be indemnified 
by the Government can not be predicted, but 
could entail millions of dollars. 

Service and activity: Civil Reserve Air Fleet 
(CRAF). 

Description of product of service: FY 1995 An
nual Airlift Contracts. 

Reference : " Definitions of Unusually Haz
ardous Risks Applicable to CRAF FY 1994 
and FY 1995 Annual Airlift Contracts" are 
described on pages 50 and 51. 

Background: Twenty-nine contractors have 
requested indemnification under P .L. 85-804, 
as implemented by Executive Order 10789, for 
the unusually hazardous risks (as defined 
below) involved in providing airlift services 
for CRAF missions. In addition, Head
quarters Air Mobility Command (HQ AMC) 
has requested indemnification for subse
quently identified contractors and sub
contractors who conduct or support the con
duct of CRAF missions. The contractors for 
which indemnification is requested are those 
contracts awarded as a result of Solicitation 
Fll626-94-R0001, and future contracts to sup
port CRAF missions through September 30 , 
1995. The 29 contractors requesting indem
nification are: 

CONTRACTORS TO BE INDEMNIFIED AND 
CONTRACT NUMBER 

Air Transport International (ATN), Fll626-
94-D0026. 

Alaska Airlines (ASA), Fll626-94-D0033. 
American Airlines (AAL), Fll626-94-D0029. 
American Trans Air (ATA), Fll626-94-

D0026. 
Arrow Air (ARW), Fll626-94-D0030. 
Atlas Air (GTI), Fll626-94-D0031. 
Buffalo Airways (BV A) , Fll626-94-D0034. 
Continental Airlines (COA) , Fll626-94-

D0035. 
Delta Air Lines (DAL), Fll626-94-D0036. 
DHL Airways (DHL), Fll626-94-D0037. 
Emery Worldwide (EWW), Fll626-94-D0027. 
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Evergreen International (EIA), F11626-94-

D0027. 
Express One (LHN), F11626-94-D0038. 
Federal Express (FDX), F11626-94-D0026. 
Int'l Charter Xpress (!XX), F11626-94-D0026. 
Miami Air (MYW), F11626-94-D0040. . 
North American Airlines (NAO), F11626-94-

D0041. 
Northwest Airlines (NWA), F11626-94-D0026. 
Rich International (RIA), F11626-94-D0027. 
Southern Air Transport (SAT), F11626-94-

D0026. 
Sun Country Airlines (SCX), F11626-94-

D0027. 
Tower Air (TWR), F11626-94-D0044. 
Trans World Airlines (TWA), F11626-94-

D0043. 
United Air Lines (UAL), F11626-94-D0045. 
United Parcel Service (UPS). F11626-94-

D0046. 
US Air (USA). F11626-94-D0047. 
US Air Shuttle (USS), F11626-94-D0048. 
World Airways (WOA), F11626-94-D0027. 
Zantop International (ZIA). F11626-94-

D0049. 
Note: The same contract number may ap

pear for more than one company because in 
some cases the companies are providing serv
ices under a joint venture arrangement. 

Desert Shield/Storm showed that air car
riers providing airlift services during contin
gencies and war require indemnification. In
surance policy war risk exclusions or exclu
sions due to activation of CRAF left many 
carriers uninsured- exposing them to unac
ceptable levels of risk. Waiting until a con
tingency occurs to process an indemnifica
tion request could result in delaying critical 
airlift missions. Contractors need to under
stand up front that risks will be covered by 
indemnification and how the coverage will 
be put in place once a contingency is de
clared. 

The specific risks to be indemnified are 
identified in the definitions. The Govern
ment will not incur a contingent liability as 
a direct result of this advance indemnifica
tion approval; however, if the air carriers 
suffer losses or incur damages as a result of 
the occurrence of a defined risk , and if those 
losses or damages, exclusive of losses or 
damages that are within the air carriers ' in
surance deductible limits are not com
pensated by the contractors' insurance, the 
contractors will be indemnified by the Gov
ernment. The amount of this indemnifica
tion can not be predicted, but could entail 
millions of dollars. 

All of the 29 contractors are approved DoD 
carriers and, therefore. considered to have 
adequate, existing, and ongoing safety pro
grams. Moreover, HQ AMC has specific pro
cedures for determining that a contractor is 
complying with Government safety require
ments. Also , the contracting officer has de
termined that the contractors maintain li
ability insurance in amounts considered to 
be prudent in the ordinary course of business 
within the industry . Specifically, each con
tractor has certified that its coverage satis
fies the minimum level of liability insurance 
required by the government. Finally, all con
tractors are required to obtain war hazard 
insurance available under Title XIII of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 for hull and li
ability war risk. All but one contractor has 
obtained, and is required to maintain, this 
coverage under the Federal Aviation Act. 
The remaining firms will obtain it before re
ceiving an Air Force CRAF contract. Addi
tional contractors and subcontractors that 
conduct or support the conduct of CRAF 
missions may be indemnified only if they re
quest indemnification, accept the sa!'Ile defi-

nition of unusually hazardous risks as de
fined , and meet the same safety and insur
ance requirements as the 29 contractors cur
rently seeking indemnification. 

Without indemnification, airlift operations 
to support contingencies or wars might be 
jeopardized to the detriment of the national 
defense, due to the non-availability to the 
air carriers of adequate commercial insur
ance covering risks of an unusually hazard
ous nature arising out of airlift services for 
CRAF missions. Aviation insurance is avail
able under Title XIII for air carriers, but this 
aviation insurance, together with available 
commercial insurance , does not cover all 
risks which might arise during CRAF mis
sions. Accordingly, it is found that incor
porating the indemnification clause in cur
rent and future contracts for airlift services 
for CRAF missions would facilitate the na
tional defense . 

Therefore, under authority of P.L. 85-804 
and Executive Order 10789, as amended, the 
request to indemnify the 29 air carries and 
other yet to be identified air carriers provid
ing airlift services in support of CRAF mis
sions for the unusually hazardous risks, as 
defined, was approved on September 30, 1994. 
Indemnification under this authorization 
shall be affected by including the clause in 
FAR 52.250-1, entitled " Indemnification 
Under P .L. 85-804 (Apr 1984)," in the con
tracts for these services. This approval is 
contingent upon the air carriers complying 
with all applicable Government safety re
quirements and maintaining insurance cov
erage as detailed above. The HQ AMC Com
mander will inform the Secretary of the Air 
Force immediately upon each implementa
tion of the indemnification clause. 

Approval was also granted to indemnify 
subcontractors that request indemnification, 
with respect to those risks as defined below. 
DEFINITIONS OF UNUSUALLY HAZARDOUS RISKS 

APPLICABLE TO CRAF FY 1994 AND FY 1995 AN
NUAL AIRLIFT CONTRACTS 

1. Definitions: 
a. " Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) Mis

sion" means the provision of airlift services 
under this contract (1) ordered pursuant to 
authority available because of the activation 
of CRAF, or (2) directed by Commander, Air 
Mobility Command (AMC/CC) , or his succes
sor for missions substantially similar to , or 
in lieu of, those ordered pursuant to formal 
GRAF activation . 

b. " Airlift Services" means all services 
(passenger, cargo, or medical evacuation), 
and anything the contractor is required to 
do in order to conduct or position the air
craft, personnel , supplies, and equipment for 
a flight and return. Airlift Services include 
Senior Lodger and other ground related serv
ices supporting GRAF missions. Airlift Serv
ices do not include any services involving 
any persons or things which, at the time of 
the event, act, or omission giving rise to a 
claim, are directly supporting commercial 
business operations unrelated to a GRAF 
mission objective. 

c. " War risks" means risks of: 
(1) War (including war between the Great 

Powers), invasion , acts of foreign enemies, 
hostilities (whether declared or not), civil 
war, rebellion, revolution, insurrection, mar
tial law. military or usurped power, or at
tempt at usurpation of power; 

(2) Any hostile detonation of any weapon 
of war employing atomic or nuclear fission 
and/or fusion, or other like reaction or radio
active force or matter; 

(3) Strikes, riots, civil commotions·. or 
labor disturbances related to occurrences 
under subparagraph (1) above; 

(4) Any act of one or more persons, whether 
or not agents of a sovereign power, for politi
cal or terrorist purposes, and whether the 
loss or damage resulting therefrom is acci
dental or intentional, except for ransom or 
extortion demands; 

(5) Any malicious act or act of sabotage, 
vandalism, or other act intended to cause 
loss or damage; 

(6) Confiscation, nationalization, seizure, 
restraint, detention, appropriation, requisi
tion for title or use by, or under the order of, 
any Government (whether civil or military 
or de facto), public . or local authority; 

(7) Hijacking or any unlawful seizure or 
wrongful exercise of control of the aircraft 
or crew (including any attempt at such sei
zure or control) made by any person or per
sons on board the aircraft or otherwise act
ing without the consent of the insured; or 

(8) The discharge or detonation of a weap
on or hazardous material while on the air
craft as cargo or in the personal baggage of 
any passenger. 

2. For the purpose of the contract clause 
entitled " Indemnification Under P.L. 85-804 
(APR 1984)," it is agreed that all war risks 
resulting from the provisions of airlift serv
ices for a CRAF mission, in accordance with 
the contract, are unusually hazardous risks, 
and shall be indemnified to the extent that 
such risks are not covered by insurance pro
cured under Title XIII of the Federal A via
tion Act of other insurance, because such in
surance has been canceled, has applicable ex
clusions, or has been determined by the gov
ernment to be prohibitive in cost. The gov
ernment's liability to indemnify the contrac
tor shall not exceed that amount for which 
the contractor commercially insures under 
its established policies of insurance. 

3. Indemnification is provided for personal 
injury and death claims resulting from the 
transportation of medical evacuation pa
tients, whether or not the claim is related to 
war risks. 

4. Indemnification of risks involving the 
operation of aircraft, as discussed above , is 
limited to claims or losses arising out of 
events , acts, or omissions involving the oper
ation of an aircraft for airlift services for a 
GRAF mission, from the time that aircraft is 
withdrawn from the contractor's regular op
erations (commercial, DOD, or other activity 
unrelated to airlift services for a CRAF mis
sion), until it is returned for regular oper
ations. Indemnification with regard to other 
contractor personnel or property utilized or 
services rendered in support of CRAF mis
sions is limited to claims or losses arising 
out of events, acts, or omissions occurring 
during the time the first prepositioning of 
personnel, supplies, and equipment to sup
port the first aircraft of the contractor used 
for airlift services for a GRAF mission is 
commenced, until the timely removal of 
such personnel, supplies, and equipment 
after the last such aircraft is returned for 
regular operations. 

5. Indemnification is contingent upon the 
contractor maintaining, if available, non
premium insurance under Title XIII of the 
Federal Aviation Act and normal commer
cial insurance , as required by this contract 
or other competent authority . Indemnifica
tion for losses covered by a contractor self
insurance program shall only be on such 
terms as incorporated in this contract by the 
contracting officer in advance of such a loss. 

Contractor: Boeing Defense and Space 
Group, Seattle, WA. 

Type of action: Contingent Liability. 
Actual or estimated potential cost: The 

amount the Contractor will be indemnified 
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by the Government can not be predicted, but 
entail missions of dollars. 

Service and activity: Department of the 
Air Force, AFMC/CC. 

Description of product or service: Inertial 
Upper Stages (IUS) Program. 

Background: Boeing Defense and Space 
Group , Seattle, WA, has requested indem
nification for themselves and their major 
subcontractors, United Technologies Chemi
cal Systems Division (CSD), and Lockheed 
Missiles & Space Company (LMSC), under 
P .L . 85-804, as implemented by Executive 
Order 10789, for the unusually hazardous 
risks as defined below. This indemnification 
request is applicable to performance of con
tract F04701-91-C-0011. An accident resulting 
from launch or landfall of the IUS or its 
components could be catastrophic. 

The Administrative Contracting Officer 
(ACO) has reviewed Boeing's safety program 
and deemed it to be in compliance with the 
applicable safety requirements and accept
able for performance of this contract. In ad
dition, Boeing currently has insurance cov
erage in force, and complete details of the 
exclusions and deductibles are contained in 
the schedule attached to their request. The 
cognizant ACO has reviewed the insurance 
policies and found them satisfactory .and rea
sonable under normal business conditions. 
No significant changes in these insurance 
coverages are expected to occur during the 
course of this contract, except for annual up
dates of insurance in force and monetary 
limits. If the dollar value of coverage varies 
by more than 10 percent from that stated in 
the schedules provided, the contractor shall 
immediately submit to the contracting offi
cer a description of the changes. It was found 
that the insurance coverage identified in the 
schedules represents an appropriate level of 
financial protection to permit indemnifica
tion . 

Justification: The specific risks for this in
demnification of Boeing have been identified 
below. No actual cost to the Government is 
anticipated as a result of the actions to be 
accomplished under a memorandum signed 
by the Secretary of the Air Force on Novem
ber 4, 1994. However, if the contractor suffers 
losses or incurs damages as a result of the 
occurrence of a risk as defined below, and if 
those losses or damages, exclusive of losses 
or damages that are within the contractor's 
insurance deductible limits, are not com
pensated by the contractor's insurance, the 
contractor will be indemnified by the Gov
ernment. It is recognized that the amount of 
this indemnification can not be predicted , 
but could entail many millions of dollars. 

Aside from their importance to the IUS 
program, Boeing is a prime contractor for 
other major programs. A catastrophic finan
cial impact on Boeing could have implica
tions on their ability to produce launch vehi
cle upper stages, and ultimately on the exist
ing defense system. Accordingly , it was 
found that the incorporation of an indem
nification clause in this contract would fa
cilitate the national defense . 

Decision: Therefore , under the authority of 
P.L. 85-804 and Executive Order 10789, as 
amended, the indemnification of Boeing 
against those unusually hazardous risks, as 
defined below, to the extent claims arising 
thereunder are not covered by self-insurance 
or compensated by insurance coverage, fa
cilitates the national defense was approved. 
Indemnification under this authorization 
shall be effected by including the clause at 
FAR 52.250-1, entitled " Indemnification 
Under P.L. 85-804 (Apr 1984)" and Attach
ment 1 in contract F04701- 91- C--0011 . This ap-

proval is contingent upon Boeing maintain
ing their aggressive safety program and cur
rent insurance coverage. 

Boeing has requested indemnification be 
extended to their major subcontractors. 
United Technologies Chemical Systems Divi
sion (CSD), and Lockheed Missiles and Space 
Company (LMSC), with respect to the same 
risks as defined below. Approval to indem
nify the3e subcontractors was granted exclu
sive of any insurance coverage amounts pro
vided the contracting officer approves inclu
sion of the clause in each subcontract. This 
approval may only be granted in the case 
where the contracting officer determines 
that the subcontractors' insurance coverage 
represents an appropriate level of financial 
protection, and that, based upon a safety in
spection, the subcontractors adhere to good 
safety practices. 
DEFINITION OF UNUSUALLY HAZARDOUS RISKS 

CONTRACT F04701- 91-C09911 (APPLICABLE TO 
BOEING DEFENSE AND SPACE GROUP, UNITED 
TECHNOLOGIES CHEMICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION, 
AND LOCKHEED MISSILES AND SPACE COMPANY 
ONLY> 
For the purpose of contract clause entitled 

" Indemnification Under Public Law 85-804 
(APR 1984)," it is agreed that all risks result
ing from, or in connection with: 

a. The burning, explosion, or detonation of 
launch vehicles or components thereof dur
ing preparation, casting, and testing of Solid 
Rocket Motor (SRM) propellant, shipment of 
SRMs, launch processing liftoff or flight, 
abort landing or subsequent return of the In
ertial Upper Stage (IUS) to the launch site; 
and 

b. The landfall of launch vehicles or com
ponents or fragments thereof, are unusually 
hazardous risks, unless it is proven that the 
contractor's liability arose from causes en
tirely independent of the design, fabrication, 
testing or furnishing of products or services 
under this contract. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

576. A letter from the Director, Adminis
tration and Management, Office of the Sec
retary of Defense, transmitting the calendar 
year 1994 report on " Extraordinary Contrac
tual Actions to Facilitate the National De
fense, " pursuant to 50 U.S .C. 1434; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

577. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Environmental Response Task Force, trans
mitting a report of the Defense Environ
mental Response Task Force for fiscal year 
1994; to the Committee on National Security. 

578. A letter from the Acting Director. De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Army 's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to Greece for defense arti
cles and services (Transmittal No. 95-08), 
pursuant to 22 U.S .C. 2776(b) ; to the Commit
tee on International Relations. 

579. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting the Department of the Navy's proposed 
lease of defense articles to Brazil (Transmit
tal No. 15-95), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); 
to the Committee on International Rela
tions. 

580. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an update 

of events in Haiti (Operation " Uphold De
mocracy") consistent with the War Powers 
Resolution to ensure that the Congress is 
kept fully informed regarding events in Haiti 
(H. Doc. No. 104-50); to the Committee on 
International Relations and ordered to be 
printed. 

581. A letter from the Chairman, Adminis
trative Conference of the United States, 
transmitting the 1994 annual report in com
pliance with the Inspector General Act 
Amendments of 1988, pursuant to Public Law 
95-452, sec tion 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

582. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation , transmitting 
a copy of the annual report in compliance 
with the Government in the Sunshine Act 
during the calendar year 1994, pursuant to 5 
U.S .C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. 

583. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Government Ethics, transmitting a report of 
activities under the Freedom of Information 
Act for calendar year 1994, pursuant to 5 
U.S .C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. 

584. A letter from the Vice President and 
General Counsel, Overseas Private Invest
ment Corporation, transmitting a report of 
activities under the Freedom of Information 
Act for calendar year 1994, pursuant to 5 
U.S .C. 552(e) ; to the Committee on Govern
ment Reform and Oversight. 

585. A letter from the Adjutant General, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, transmitting the financial audit for 
the fiscal year ended August 31 , 1994, to
gether with the auditor's opinion, pursuant 
to 36 U.S .C. 1101(47), 1103; to the Committee 
on Judiciary. 

586. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
addressing the deficit entitled "Budgetary 
Implications of Selected GAO Work for FY 
1996" (GAD/OCG-95-2); jointly, to the Com
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight 
and the Budget. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BUYER: 
H.R. 1288. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act to permit Governors to limit 
the disposal of out-of-State solid waste in 
their States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
TAUZIN , Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MFUME, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 
BALDACCI, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, 
Mr. BEILENSEN. Mr. BENTSEN' Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BOR
SKI, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
BROWDER, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BRYANT of Ten
nessee, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CANADY, Mr. CHAP
MAN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. CLAY, 
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
CL YB URN. Mr. COLEMAN. Miss COLLINS 
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of Michigan, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. CONDUIT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. COYNE, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
DORNAN, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EDWARDS, 
Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. FARR, Mr. FATTAH, 
Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr. FIELDS of 
Louisiana, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. Fox. Mr. FRISA, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. FUNDERBURK, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
GALLEGLY , Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. PETE 
GEREN of Texas, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. GORDON, Mr. Goss, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. GREEN
WOOD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
GUTKNECHT, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
HALL of Texas, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. KANJORSKI, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KING, 
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
KLINK, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. LAZIO of New York, 
Mr. LEVIN , Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mr. MARTINI, Mr. MASCARA, 
Mr. MATSUI, Ms. MCCARTHY, Mr. 
MCHALE, Mr. MCHUGH, Ms. MCKIN
NEY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. 
MEEK of Florida, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. Ml
NETA, Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MINK of Ha
waii, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. ORTIZ , Mr. ORTON, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. PAXON, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. 
POMBO, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. POSHARD, 
Ms. PRYCE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. RANGEL , Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROSE, Mrs. Rou
KEMA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAW
YER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. STARK, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. STUMP, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. TEJEDA, 
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THOMPSON, Mrs. 
THURMAN. Mr. TORKILDSEN' Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. UPTON, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. VOLKMER, Mrs. 
WALDHOLTZ, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATT 
of North Carolina, Mr. WELLER, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. WISE, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr. 
ZIMMER): 

H.R. 1289. A bill to require in certain cir
cumstances that States disclose the HIV sta
tus of newborn infants to legal guardians of 
the infants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. COOLEY: 
H.R. 1290. A bill to reinstate the permit for, 

and extend the deadline under the Federal 
Power Act applicable to the construction of, 
a hydroelectric project in Oregon, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, and Mr. HORN): 

H.R. 1291. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to provide that the provisions 
of law preventing Members of Congress from 
sending mass mailings within the 60-day pe
riod immediately before an election be ex
panded so as to prevent Members from mail
ing any unsolicited franked mail within that 
period, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on House Oversight, and in addition 
to the Committee on IJ.overnment Reform 
and Oversight, for a period to be subse
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. HYDE: 
H.R. 1292. A bill to revise, codify, and enact 

without substantive change certain general 
and permanent laws, related to aliens and 
nationality, as title 8, United States Code, 
" Aliens and Nationality" ; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself and Mr. COSTELLO): 

H.R. 1293. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 with 
respect to rules governing litigation contest
ing termination or reduction of retiree 
health benefits; to the Committee on Eco
nomic and Educational Opportunities. 

By Mr. LATHAM: 
H.R. 1294. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 

of the Army from modifying water control 
policies in a manner which would interfere 
with the use of navigation channels; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra
structure. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. BONO, 
and Mr. BOUCHER): 

H.R. 1295. A bill to amend the Trademark 
Act of 1946 to make certain revisions relat
ing to the protection of famous marks; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. PELOSI (for herself, Mr. HORN, 
Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. LANTOS): 

H.R. 1296. A bill to provide for the adminis
tration of certain Presidio properties at 
minimal cost to the Federal taxpayer; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself and Mr. 
BORSKI): 

H.R. 1297. A bill to promote a new urban 
agenda, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committees on Banking and Financial 
Services, Science, Commerce, Transpor
tation and Infrastructure, Government Re
form and Oversight, and International Rela
tions, for a period to be subsequently deter
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. Thomas (for himself and Mr. 
MOORHEAD) : 

H.R. 1298. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to exempt 
fluid milk standards of the State of Califor
nia from preemption in order to guarantee 
the same high quality fluid milk to the con
sumers of California that they have received 
since 1961; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. FARR): 

H.R. 1299. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 with respect to the treat
ment of certain charitable risk pools; to the 
Committee on Ways and Mea.ns. 

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. 
GREENWOOD, Mr. BURR, Mr. NORWOOD, 
Mr. COBURN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. Cox. Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. MOOR
HEAD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BRYANT 
of Tennessee, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 
CHRYSLER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. MARTINI, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. BREW
STER, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. 
CHABOT, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. SOLO
MON, Mr. OXLEY, Mrs. CHENOWETH, 
and Mr. RAMSTAD): 

H.R. 1300. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to authorize 
the export of new drugs, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. VENTO (for himself, Mr. REG
ULA, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. TORKILDSEN , Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. REED, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, and Mr. HOKE): 

H.R. 1301. A bill to establish the American 
Heritage Areas Partnership Program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

By Mr. WISE (for himself, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Mr. MASCARA , Mr. OWENS, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. YATES, and 
Mr. CLINGER): 

H.R. 1302. A bill to establish the Capital 
Budget Commission; to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY (by request) intro

duced a bill (H.R. 1303) for the relief of John 
T. Monk; which was referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 10: Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. LUCAS. 
H.R. 29: Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
H .R. 65: Ms. DANNER and Mr. cox. 
H.R. 103: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. Fox, Mr. WIL

SON, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylva
nia, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, and Mr. CANADY. 

H.R. 104: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 107: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 116: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 

PACKARD, Mr. FILNER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
HORN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. KIM, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. RIGGS, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 125: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. PACKARD. 

H.R. 218: Mr. BONO. 
H.R. 248: Mr. EHLERS and Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
H.R. 303: Ms. DANNER. 
H.R. 329: Mr. FUNDERBURK. 
H.R. 359: Mr. THORNBERRY and Mr. YATES. 
H.R. 467: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 497: Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. PETE GEREN 

of Texas, and Mrs. w ALDHOLTZ. 
H.R. 528: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 580: Mr. FILNER, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 

ROHRABACHER, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. GENE 
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GREEN of Texas, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, and Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

H .R. 592: Mr. BONO and Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 605: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 
H .R. 661: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H .R. 682: Mr. LAHOOD and Mrs. VUCANO

VICH. 
H.R. 698: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 743: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. HALL of Texas, 

Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. FATTAH, and Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 769: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BAKER of California, 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. PETRI, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. GREENWOOD , Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, and Mr. WELLER. 

H.R. 777: Mr. ABERCOMBIE , Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms. 
DUNN of Washington, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio. Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. OWENS, Mr. ROGERS, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. COOLEY, Ms. NORTON, and 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.R. 778: Mr. ABERCRO:vIBIE, Mr. CARDIN , 
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HOLDEN, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mrs. MALO'.'<EY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
ROGERS, Ms. Ros-LEHTINE'.'<, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TORKILDSEN, 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. WELLER, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. COOLEY, Ms. NORTO'.'<, and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H .R. 779: Mr. FOGLIETTA and Mr. SERRANO. 
H .R. 780: Mr. FOGLIETTA and Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 782: Mr. JACOBS and Mr. LEWIS of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 789: Mr. GILCHREST. 
H.R. 820: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. DOOLEY. and Mr. 

EHLERS. 
H.R. 842: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 

KLINK, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. UPTO'.'<, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. BONO, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. CREMEA'.'<S, 

Mr. CRAPO, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. LEWIS of Califor
nia, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
RIGGS, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. COOLEY, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Ms. DUNN of Washington , 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. 
HEINEMAN, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. SISI
SKY, Mr. DORNAN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
CHRYSLER, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. HILLIARD, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
ROSE, Mr. METCALF, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. 

H.R. 893: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Goss, and Mr. 
OXLEY. 

H.R. 896: Ms. DELAURO, Ms. LOWEY, and Mr. 
OBEY. 

H.R. 914: Mr. THOMPSON and Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas. 

H .R. 934: Mrs. CHENOWETH. 
H.R. 935: Mrs. CHENOWETH. 
H.R. 990: Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. NEY, 

Mr. SABO, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. RA
HALL, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. EMERSON, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 995: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. 
GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 996: Mr. ALLARD and Mr. PICKETT. 
H.R. 1010: Mr. JACOBS, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. 

PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. BARTON of Texas, 
and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 1020: Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, 
Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. CHRYSLER. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana and Mr. 
YATES. 

H.R. 1033: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. FRISA, and Mr. TORRICELLI. 

H.R. 1044: Mr. FOGLIETTA and Mr. ENGLISH 
of Pennsylvania. 

H .R. 1056: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R. 1085: Mrs. LINCOLN. 
H.R. 1103: Mr. CHAMBLISS. 
H.R. 1114: Mr. ROSE, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. 

PAXON, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and Mrs. 
CHENOWETH. 
H .R. 1143: Mr. KIM, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EVANS, 

Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. BONO, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 1144: Mr. KIM, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. BONO, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 1145: Mr. KIM, Mr. EVANS, Ms. RIVERS, 
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. BONO, Mr. BAKER of Louisi
ana, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 1187: Mr. BREWSTER. 
H.R. 1233: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKER

MAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. OWENS, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 1244: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 1250: Mr. NADLER. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. McINTOSH. 
H. Con. Res . 12: Mr. BONO. 
H. Con. Res . 21: Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. 

MANTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. 
FURSE, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. FAZIO of California, and 
Mr. REED. 

H. Con. Res. 45: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. SANDERS, 
and Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

H. Res. 21: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H . Res. 39: Mr. JACOBS and Mr. WATT of 

North Carolina . 
H. Res . 97: Mrs. CHENOWETH. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 390: Mr. STARK. 
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